AVERROES 


ON THE HARMONY OF RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY 


A translation, with introduction and notes, of Ibn Rushd’s 
Kitab fasl al-magal, with its appendix (Damima) and 
an extract from Aztab al-kashf ‘an manahij al-adilla 


by 
GEORGE F. HOURANI 


PRINTED FOR 
THE TRUSTEES OF THE “‘E. J. W. GIBB MEMORIAL” 
AND PUBLISHED BY MESSRS. LUZAC & CO. 
46 GREAT RUSSELL STREET, LONDON, W.C.1 
1961 


This book has been published under the auspices of the 
Gibb Memorial Trust and the International Commission for 
the Translation of Great Works 


PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN BY HEADLEY BROTHERS LTD 
I09 KINGSWAY LONDON WC2 AND ASHFORD KENT 


THIS VOLUME 
IS ONE OF A SERIES 
PUBLISHED BY THE TRUSTEES OF 
THE “E. J. W. GIBB MEMORIAL” 
The funds of this Memorial are derived from the Interest accruing 


from a Sum of money given by the late MRS. GIBB of Glasgow, to 
perpetuate the Memory of her beloved Son 


ELIAS JOHN WILKINSON GIBB 
and to promote those researches into the History, Literature, Philosophy 
and Religion of the Turks, Persians and Arabs, to which, from his 


Youth upwards, until his premature and deeply lamented Death in his 
forty-fifth year, on December 5, 1g01, his life was devoted. 


SIT fy Vay yb we Le Jas GUT ally 


** These are our works, these works our souls display; 
Behold our works when we have passed away.” 


INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION FOR THE 
TRANSLATION OF GREAT WORKS 


BEIRUT 


EDMOND RABBATH (President) 
FOUAD E. BOUSTANY (Secretary General) 
T. W. MORRAY (Treasurer) 
ABDALLAH MACHNOUK 
JAMIL SALIBA 
ALBERT CHAVANNE 


‘““E. J. W. GIBB MEMORIAL” 


ORIGINAL TRUSTEES 


[JANE GIBB, died November 26, 1904], [E. G. BROWNE, died 
January 5, 1926], [G. LE STRANGE, died December 24, 1933], 
[H.F.AMEDROZ, died March 17, 1917], [A. G. ELLIS, died March 


18, 1942], [R. A. NICHOLSON, died August 27, 1945], [SIR E. 
DENISON ROSS, died September 20, 1940] 


ADDITIONAL TRUSTEES 
[IDA W. E. OGILVY-GREGORY, appointed 1905; resigned 1929], 
[C. A. STOREY, appointed 1926; resigned 1947], H. A. R. GIBB, 
appointed 1926, R. LEVY, appointed 1932, A.J. ARBERRY, appointed 
I94I, A. F. L. BEESTON, appointed 1946, [H. W. BAILEY, 
appointed 1947; resigned 1950], B. LEWIS, appointed 1951, 
ANN K. S. LAMBTON, appointed 1956, J. D. PEARSON, 
appointed 1957, G. L. LEWIS, appointed 1959 


CLERK OF THE TRUST 


W. L. DOMINY, F.C.A., Sussex House, Hobson Street, Cambridge 


PUBLISHER FOR THE TRUSTEES 
LUZAG & CO. LTD., 46 Great Russell Street, London, W.C.1 


PREFACE 


I am grateful to the International Commission for the 
Translation of Great Works and the Trustees of the Gibb 
Memorial Fund for sponsoring the publication of this book, 
and to the Graduate School of the University of Michigan 
for financial assistance towards research. I have been 
fortunate in having the translation carefully read and 
criticized by R. P. Georges Anawati, Professor N. Golb, 
Professor I. Kawar and Rev. Richard J. McCarthy; 
their help has led to many improvements and is warmly 
acknowledged. Very substantial, too, is my debt to the 
published works of Alonso, Asin, Bouyges, Gauthier, 
Goichon, Van den Bergh and others referred to in my 
notes. I thank my wife and Mrs. Cynthia Goldstein for 
typing the greater portion of my manuscript, and my 
wife for her encouraging interest which has sustained my 
effort. 
GrorceE F. Hourant. 
Ann Arbor, 

1960. 


In memory of my father 


CON ENS 


CONVENTIONS 


INTRODUCTION 


The background in ideas eee 
The background in western Islam 
The problem of the book 

The general solution 

Allegorical interpretation of Seripeure 
Ijma@ and the freedom of philosophy 
Restrictions on explaining allegories 
General questions 

The fate of the work 

The present translation 


Tue Decisive TREATISE (Kitab fasl al-maqal) . 


Chapter 1. The Law makes aaa aad studies obli- 
gatory . 


Chapter 2. Philosophy contains pone opposed to 
Islam ‘ ; : : 


Chapter 3. Philosophical interpretations of Scripture 
should not be taught to the majority. The 
Law provides other methods of instructing 
them 
APPENDIX [Damima] 
Aw Extract From Kitab al-kashf ‘an manahiy al-adilla . 
NoTEs TO THE TRANSLATION . 


List or ABBREVIATIONS AND EDITIONS USED 


INDEX . 


xi 


50 


63 
72 
76 


82 


122 


126 


CONVENTIONS 


The translation is based on the Arabic text in /bn Rushd (Averroes) : 
Kitab fasl al-maqal, ed. G. F. Hourani (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959). 
But all references are to the editio princeps of M. J. Miiller, Philosophie 
und Theologte von Averroes (Munich, 1859). The numbers in the mar- 
gins of my edition and translation indicate Miiller’s pages and 
lines. 


( ) Parentheses or numerations attributable to Ibn Rushd. 


«  ) Editor’s conjectural additions to the text as found in the 
Arabic manuscripts. 

[ ] Translator’s explanatory additions, including all chapter 
headings and summaries. 

The Arabic article is omitted in front of single names, e.g. 
**Farabi’ for “‘al-Farabi’’, but ““Aba Nasr al-Farabi’’. Diacritical 
marks are omitted where an Arabic name is incorporated in an 
English form, e.g. ‘““Hanbalites”, but “Ibn Hanbal’’. 


INTRODUCTION 


THE principal work translated in this volume is Ibn Rushd’s treatise 
Kitab fasl al-maqal wa tagrir ma bayn ash-shari‘a wal-hikma min 
al-ittisal: literally “The book of the decision (or distinction) of the 
discourse, and a determination of what there is of connection 
between religion and philosophy”.* Herein the author sets out to 
show that the Scriptural Law (shar‘) of Islam does not altogether 
prohibit the study of philosophy by Muslims but, on the contrary, 
makes it a duty for a certain class of people, those with the capacity 
for ““demonstrative”’ or scientific reasoning (giydas burhani). Apparent 
conflicts between the teachings of Scripture and philosophy can be 
reconciled by allegorical interpretations of Scripture, though such 
interpretations must not be taught to the common people. Such, 
in brief, is the message of Fasl al-maqal.* I have added the short 
appendix known as Damima, which illustrates further Ibn Rushd’s 
doctrine on God’s knowledge of particulars; and the last few pages 
of the related work Aztab al-kashf ‘an manahi al-adilla (to be referred 
to as Mandahy), because they contain an elaboration of his theory 
of interpretation.3 

We know from the conclusion of Mandhij that that work was 
concluded in 575 A.H. (a.p. 1179/80). The date of Fasl al-maqdl 
must therefore be set in the same year or one or two years earlier, 
since these works evidently form a series. What was the occasion 
which called forth such a work at this time from the philosopher 
of Cérdoba? Thé treatise itself has the air of an answer to a chal- 
lenge; and at one point Ibn Rushd writes: “If it were not for the 
publicity given to the matter and to these questions which we have 
discussed, we should not have permitted ourselves to write a word 
on the subject.”4 We have no record of the particular debate going 
on in Andalus at that time. We can, however, understand the 
occasion perfectly well in a more general way, in the light of the 

* See Hourani (Arabic edition), note A, for justification of the Arabic title, 
and note 1 to the translation for further explanation of the title’s meaning. 

2 See below, pp. 18-37, for a longer account of its contents. 

3 See Hourani, Introduction, p. vi, for the full titles of Damima and Manahz. 
See note 189 to the translation, 25. 6-9, for explanation of the relation of Fasl 
al-maqal to Manahy. 

4 Fasl, 18. 16-18. All references to Fasl, Damima and Manahij are to the pages 


and lines of M. J. Miiller’s Arabic edition, Philosophie und Theologie von Averroes 
(Munich, 1859). These are given in the margins of my translation and edition. 
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historical background. This background may be divided into two 
aspects: the broad setting provided by the entire history of Islamic 
philosophy, and the special conditions prevailing in western Islam 
in the twelfth century a.p., including the personal history and 
situation of Ibn Rushd. 


Tue BackGROUND IN IsLAmic PHILOSOPHY 


As soon as the study of Greek philosophy was introduced into 
Muslim circles, a certain tension between it and orthodox Islam 
was bound to exist." 

At the basis of Islam stood the Qur'an, prescribing definite 
actions and beliefs to man. In the sphere of action, the weight of 
legal opinion in the first three centuries had decided that the right 
and the wrong for man were to be determined primarily by refer- 
ence to the Qur’dn, supplemented by the Traditions; doubts about 
their interpretation were to be settled by the consensus of learned 
opinion (zjma‘); while independent reasoning (qiyds) by the lawyer 
was to be held as the last resort, and then only to be exercised in 
interpretation of Scripture, not in deducing the right or the wrong 
from the public interest, natural law, or any other standard 
independent of Scripture. Applying the same principles, early 
theologians set to work to formulate the system of doctrines about 
God and the world which was inherent in Scripture. The Mu‘tazi- 
lites of the eighth, ninth and tenth centuries made some concessions 
to what seemed like principles of reason. For instance: the Quran 
says that God punishes man after the Day of Judgement for his 
evil deeds in this life; but reason tells us that a perfect God would 
not punish a man for acts over which he had no control; therefore 
man must have power to choose his acts; therefore God does not 
predestine them. The opinion which generally prevailed, however, 
which was crystallized in the tenth century in the writings of 
Ash‘ari and the Ash‘arites, was that such concessions to principles 
of reason were not justified by any Scriptural authority. Thus, for 
example, the Qur'an speaks of man as being responsible for his own 
acts; the Qur’dn also shows God as all-powerful and predestining 
man’s acts; therefore both facts have to be accepted. The relation 
of man’s responsibility to divine predestination was for the Ash‘arites 
a matter of comparative detail, on which theologians might exert 
their ingenuity; but from the acceptance of both as facts they 
would not budge. Allegorical interpretation of Scripture might be 
used to explain certain statements, such as those which ascribe to 


* See L. Gauthier, La théorie d’Ibn Rochd (Averroés) sur les rapports de la religion 
et de la philosophie (Paris, 1909), Introduction; A. J. Arberry, Revelation and reason 
in Islam (London, 1957); L. Gardet and M.-M. Anawati, Introduction a la théologie 
musulmane (Paris, 1948), pp. 318-24. 
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God bodily characteristics; but such interpretation was to be 
confined by the rules of Arabic philology concerning the normal 
speech of the Prophet’s time. 

This early development of Islamic theology proceeded without 
explicit reference to philosophy in the Greek tradition (falsafa). 
The relation of the Mu'tazilites to Greek philosophy is still some- 
what obscure; they may have derived certain notions about God 
and man from it, or from Christian theology which drew upon it. 
Muttazilites and Ash‘arites alike in their later period made use 
(without acknowledgment) of the weapons of Aristotelian logic 
in their debate. But neither party publicly referred to Greek 
philosophy as a source of true ideas about God and the world. 
Indeed the debate was half over before Greek philosophy became 
widely familiar to the learned world of Islam, in the middle of the 
ninth century. Thus jfalsafa appeared as something unnecessary, 
to say the least, to the working out of the theology of Islam. 

But falsafa could appear positively dangerous to theology as 
worked out by the mutakallimin. For it came with the pretensions 
of science, claiming to reveal demonstrative truth about the world 
with the same sureness as medicine, astronomy, mathematics and 
the other Greek sciences that came with it to the Muslim intellec- 
tuals of the ninth century. No thoughtful man could fail to be 
impressed by the depth of understanding and power of reasoning 
evident in the writings of the Greek philosophers, especially Plato 
and Aristotle. Their devoted followers the Muslim philosophers, 
such as Farabi and, to a lesser extent, Ibn Sina, regarded them as 
sources of truth speaking with the authority of men who knew. 
On subjects of empirical science this mattered little to orthodox 
theology, because the Scriptures did not touch such subjects; but 
when the philosophers spoke of God, the world as a whole and the 
destiny of man, there was occasion for investigating whether what 
they taught agreed with what the Qur’dn and Traditions taught. 

For two centuries, from the middle of the ninth to the middle of 
the eleventh century, a direct conflict between falsafa and kalam 
was delayed owing to a number of reasons. On one side, the Muslim 
philosophers had first to show their hands. ‘This took time, the more 
so as they were conscious of working in an unfavourable climate 
and took pains to harmonize, as far as possible, the expression of 
their opinions with the basic doctrines of Islam. Thus Neoplatonic 
mysticism appeared in Farabi and Ibn Sina as a species cf Sufism; 
neither of them in their public writings directly denied the 
resurrection of the body; they offered a rational explanation for 
the rise of a Prophet; and so on.” On the other side, the Ash‘arite 


? See L. Strauss, Persecution and the art of writing (Glencoe, Illinois, 1952), ch. 1, 
for indications of Farabi’s caution in stating his opinions. 
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system of kalaém did not become a dominant orthodoxy till after the 
establishment of the Great Seljiq Empire (after 1040), and especially 
after the foundation of the Nizamiya College in Baghdad (c. 1065) 
as a school of Sunnite theology. Before that, Shi‘ite princes— 
Buwayhid, Fatimid, Hamdanid—had ruled Western Asia and 
Egypt, and had allowed more latitude for speculation to their 
subjects. 

But around 1064, a warning note was sounded in Iran by 
Nasir-e Khosraw in his Kitab jami‘ al-hikmatayn.' Nasir defends the 
rights of philosophic thought against the common enemies of 
philosophy and Isma‘ili theosophy, the literalist doctrinaires whom 
he calls ‘“‘ahl-e-tafsir’, ‘“‘ahl-e taglid”, “hashwiydn-e omma’ and 
“‘fogaha-ye din-e Islam”. They oppose “‘ahl-e batin o ta wil’. They 
brand as a kafir anyone who claims to know that objects have 
causal properties, e.g. that the sun will set because of its nature. 

Nasir retorts that those doctors of religion are the real kdjirs 
because they ignore the injunction of the Prophet to reflect on the 
created world, though not on the Creator; thus they reduce 
Creator and created to the same level, and prefer ignorance to 
knowledge.3 In moving words he laments the disastrous results of 
bigoted intolerance on science and philosophy. 

“Since those so-called scholars have denounced as indels 
those who know the science of created things, the seekers after 
the how and why have become silent, and the expounders of 
this science have also remained mute, so that ignorance has 
overmastered all the people, especially the inhabitants of our 
land of Khorasan and the territories of the east.’’4 

“No one has written a book on the how and why of creation, 
because, out of the five causes which we have shown above 
to be necessary to the production of any book, first the seeker 
after this knowledge, who is the final cause, has ceased to exist, 
and secondly the expounder of this knowledge, who is the 
efficient cause, has also passed away; and with the disappear- 
ance of these two causes from among the people of this land, 
the science of religion itself has vanished. In the aforementioned 
land nobody now remains who is capable of uniting (jam‘) 
the science of true religion, which is a product of the Holy 
Ghost, with the science of creation, which is an appendage of 
philosophy. For the philosopher relegates these so-called 


* Ed. H. Corbin (Teheran-Paris, 1953), Introduction, pp. 60-64. 

2 Ibid., Persian text, p. \*, §\é. 

3 Ibid., p. \*, §\$; p. \¥3 p. \e. The Ash‘arites denied causal connections 
between natural things, claiming that God is the only cause and that regularities 
in nature are due to His “‘habitual’’ regulation of it (‘ada, sunna). 

4 Ibid., p. \o, §\4. As translated by A. J. Arberry, Revelation and reason in Islam. 
p. 72. 
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scholars to the rank of the beasts, and on account of their 
ignorance despises the religion of Islam; while these so-called 
scholars declare the philosopher to be an infidel. As a result, 
neither true religion nor philosophy remains any more in 
this land.’’? 

But the most stunning blow to philosophy had not yet been 
delivered. This was Ghazali’s attack on it, made with full knowledge 
of its contents and all the force and clarity of his vigorous mind. 
This attack took more than one form. In his great Tahéfut al- 
falasifa,* completed in 1095, he took a direct philosophic line and 
argued that the philosophers had not proved their un-Islamic 
theses of the eternity of the world, God’s ignorance of particulars, 
and the impossibility of a bodily resurrection, besides other theses 
merely heretical. In Avtab faysal at-tafriqa bayn al-Islam waz-zandaqa,3 
written between 1096 and 1106, he took up the legal question, what 
allegorical interpretations of Scripture were to be condemned as 
kufr, putting their holders beyond the pale of Islam; and he con- 
cluded that the philosophers’ views on God’s knowledge and the 
future life were to be so condemned. Finally, in his autobiography, 
Ritab al-mungidh min ad-dalal,4 Ghazali explained in a more personal 
and popular way how philosophy had failed to provide the cure 
that his own soul needed. 

No one arose in the East to answer Ghazali’s challenge. Yet it 
had to be answered if philosophy was to stand a chance of survival 
in Muslim countries. It was this task which Ibn Rushd took upon 
himself, answering from the West some eighty years after the great 
Imam’s attacks. There is little use in asking for an explanation 
of the eighty years’ gap: the man for the occasion did not appear 
sooner, and might never have appeared. When he did, however, 
the challenge of Ghazali was still felt to be a live issue; intellectual 
evolution was slower in those days. In Ibn Rushd’s criticisms of 
Ghazali we perceive a bantering animosity which treats “Abu 
Hamid” almost as a living contemporary. Tahdfut at-tahdfut 
(c. 1180) is a point by point philosophic retort to the charges of 
Tahafut al-falasifa. Fasl al-magal is to a large extent a legal retort 
to Faysal at-tafriqa. 

The attempt of Ibn Rushd to harmonize two apparently different 
systems of thought was of a kind that had firm roots in Islamic 
culture. The Qur’dn itself in many places shows a syncretic ten- 
dency, in its teachings about the religion of Abraham and the rela- 


t Ibid., p. \%, §Y. As translated by Arberry, op. cit., pp. 72-73. 

2 Ed. M. Bouyges (Beirut, 1927); also S. Dunya (Cairo, 1947). 

3 In Al-jawahir al-ghawali min rasa’il al-imam hujat al-Islam al-Ghazali, ed. 
M. S. Kurdi (Cairo, 1934). ; 

4 Ed. J. Saliba (Damascus, 1939); Eng. tr. W. M. Watt, The faith and practice 
of al-Ghazali (London, 1953). 
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tion of Islam to Christianity and Judaism. The Jam‘ was a regular 
type of Arabic literature, which was well known in twelfth-century 
Andalus: Ibn al-Abbar’s biographical dictionary mentions six 
books with titles beginning Jam‘ bayna.* In philosophy Farabi’s 
Kitab al-jam‘ bayna ra’yay al-hakimayn Aflatin al-ilahi wa Arstitdlis 
was an attempt to reconcile the philosophies of Plato and Aristotle, 
arising out of Farabi’s conviction that both sages had true know- 
ledge of reality and therefore could not be in disagreement.* On 
the particular problem of the relations of religion and philosophy, 
four books from the eleventh and twelfth centuries are listed by 
Bayhaqi.3 Nasir-e Khosraw’s attempt to harmonize Isma‘ili 
mysticism with falsafa has already been mentioned: it provides an 
interesting parallel, but it was almost certainly unknown to Ibn 
Rushd, having been composed in Persian for Shi‘ite readers in 
Transoxania, on the north-eastern fringe of the Islamic world. 
Ibn Tufayl’s Hayy Ibn Yaqzan briefly asserted the harmony of 
shar‘ and falsafa, though this was not its primary purpose.5 

To all this background Ibn Rushd’s treatise stands as a culmina- 
tion, being the most direct and thorough Jam‘ of religion and 
philosophy that has survived from medieval Islam. 


THe BACKGROUND IN WESTERN IsLAM 


The local setting of Fasl al-maqdl is the empire of the Almohades 
in the twelfth century. Here was an intellectual climate that was 
normally unfavourable to philosophy, but there were forces that 
for a short time encouraged it. 

For several centuries before the twelfth, religious thought in 
Andalus and the Maghrib® was dominated by the Malikite system 


mc 666 


of Islamic law.7 A network of casuistry (furi‘, ““branches’’), covering 
every legal and moral situation, was elaborated on the basis of the 
work of Malik Ibn Anas, the eighth century legal authority of 
Medina. The Malikite fugaha’ (lawyers) of Andalus and the 


* Kitab at-takmila li kitab as-sila, ed. F. Codera in Bibliotheca Arabico-Hispana, 
V-VI (Madrid, 1887-89). Index of books, VI, p. goo. 

2 Ed. F. Dieterici in Die Philosophie der Araber, XIV (Leiden, 1890). See 
especially pp. \-f. 

3 Zahir ad-din al-Bayhaqi, Ta’rikh hukama’ al-Islam, ed. M. Kurd ‘Ali (Damas- 
cus, 1946). He mentions Ya‘qib Ibn Ishaq al-Kindi (p. 41), Aba Zayd al-Balkhi 
(p. 42), Aba ‘Ali ‘Isa (p. 75), Aba ‘Isa al-Munajjim (p. 110). 

4 See H. Corbin’s Introduction to Jami‘ al-hikmatayn. 

5 L. Gauthier was mistaken in thinking it was. See G. F. Hourani, “The 
principal subject of Ibn Tufayl’s Hayy Ibn Yagzan’’, Fournal of Near Eastern Studies, 
15 (1956), pp. 40-46. 

I use ‘‘Andalus”’ for Muslim Spain, and ‘‘the Maghrib” for Morocco, Algeria 
and Tunis. 

7 See M. Asin Palacios, Ibn Masarra y su escuela, 2nd ed. in his Obras escogidas, 
I (Madrid, 1946), for a survey of early Andalusian religion and philosophy, 
particularly of the ninth, tenth and eleventh centuries. 
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Maghrib felt no need for a system of theological dogma more 
explicit than that which was to be found in the Scriptures themselves. 
Their range of interests was summed up in the saying attributed 
to their master Malik: ‘‘Knowledge is threefold: the clear Book of 
God, past Tradition (Sunna), and ‘I know not’.””? A certain number 
of Mu‘tazilite thinkers appeared in Andalus in the ninth and tenth 
centuries, in spite of severe penalties imposed by the law on all 
views considered heresy (bid‘a) or unbelief (kufr). The Ash‘arite 
theology was familiar to Ibn Hazm of Cérdoba in the eleventh 
century, though he claims that its influence had declined.” 

In such a setting philosophy, with its un-Islamic inspiration, was 
even less likely to flourish. It is true that when the Greek medicine 
reached Andalus in the ninth century, its adepts could hardly 
help knowing something of its normal companion, Greek philo- 
sophy; but no record of this knowledge remains because they had 
to be discreet in mentioning it.3 Ibn Masarra (883-931) was the 
first Andalusian philosopher, introducing a pseudo-Empedoclean 
pantheism, but he and his disciples only survived by living as 
hermits in the wilds of the Sierra de Cordoba; and at one point 
Ibn Masarra chose to go on a pilgrimage to Mecca rather than 
face legal charges of heresy at Cérdoba.* After his death, philo- 
sophic studies were continued and persecuted alternately, according 
to the attitude of kings and the political conditions of each period; 
but nothing of distinction was created in these uncertain circum- 
stances. 

When the founder of the Almoravid dynasty in North Africa, 
Yusuf Ibn Tashfin, deposed the petty princes of Andalus after 1090, 
his action received the legal sanction of Ghazali, among other 
doctors of East and West.5 But this did not induce the Almoravides 
to show any favour to theology in their domains. On the contrary, 
‘Ali Ibn Yusuf during his long reign, 500-37 (1106/7-1142/3) 
adopted a policy of honouring the fugaha’ and encouraging the 
study of Malikite law exclusively, and banning theology. A passage 
in the “History of the Maghrib” by the thirteenth-century his- 
torian, Marrakushi, describes the intellectual conditions in the 
reign of ‘Ali Ibn Yasuf:® 

““No one had access to the Prince of the Muslims (Amir 


* Dabbi, Bughyat al-multamis, No. 861, ed. F. Codera and J. Ribera in 
Bibliotheca Arabico-Hispana, I11 (Madrid, 1885). 

2 K. al-fisal fil-milal, Span. tr. M. Asin Palacios in Abenhdzam de Cordoba y su 
historia critica de las ideas religiosas, V (Madrid, 1932), p. 102. 

3 M. Asin Palacios, Jon Masarra, pp. 33-34. 

4 Ibid., pp. 40 ff. ; 

5 Ibn Khaldin, K. al- ‘thar in Histoire des Berbéres, Fr. tr. M. de Slane, 2nd ed. 
P. Casanova (Paris, 1927), II, pp. 79-80. 

6 ‘Abd al-Wahid al-Marrakushi, K. al-mu‘jib fi talkhis akhbar al-Maghrib, 
ed. R. Dozy, and ed. (Leiden, 1885), p. 123. 
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al-Muslimin) or found favour with him except those who 
knew the science of legal deductions (furii‘) according to 
the Malikite school. At that time the books of this school were 
readily bought and practice followed their rules. All other 
books were increasingly put aside, to such an extent that the 
study of the Book of God and the Traditions of the Prophet, 
peace on him, was forgotten, and not one of the famous men 
of that time concerned himself wholeheartedly with them. 
The people of that time went so far as to condemn as an 
unbeliever (kdfir) anyone who appeared to be entering upon 
the sciences of theology (‘ulam al-kaldm) ; the lawyers surround- 
ing the Prince of the Believers determined to proclaim the 
vileness of theology and the hatred of the early Muslims for it 
and their avoidance of anyone who appeared tainted with it; 
they proclaimed it a heretical innovation (dzd‘a) in religion, 
which often led to disturbance of the beliefs of its devotees, 
and so on. As a result a hatred of theology and theologians 
became firmly rooted in the Prince’s mind, and he used to 
issue continual orders about it in the realm, insisting on the 
abandonment of any study of it and threatening anyone found 
in possession of literature on it. When the works of Abu Hamid 
al-Ghazali, may God have mercy on him, entered the Maghrib, 
the Prince of the Muslims ordered them to be burnt, and issued 
severe threats of execution and confiscation of property against 
anyone found in possession of any of them; and these orders 
were strictly enforced.” 

When the reformer Ibn Tutmart started expounding Ash‘arite 

theology at Fez, he was expelled at the prompting of the lawyers, 

who urged that his teaching might corrupt the masses." 

It might be expected that in such an environment philosophy 
would fare even worse than theology; but in fact the opposite was 
the case, and philosophy enjoyed a quiet revival. On one hand 
an order of Sufis flourished at Almeria, whose doctrines Asin 
thought must have been in the direct line of transmission between 
Ibn Masarra and Ibn ‘Arabi, and thus Neoplatonic and pantheistic 
in character. On the other hand the first Andalusian philosopher 
to make direct use of the works of Plato and Aristotle appeared in 
this period, Ibn Bajja (Avempace). Later philosophers agreed in 
considering Ibn Bajja the first philosopher of merit in Andalus;3 

* K. al-mu'jib fi talkhis akhbar al- Maghrib, p. 132. 

* M. Asin Palacios, Jon Masarra, pp. 142 ff. Asin admitted that there was no 
direct documentation on the beliefs of the Almeria Sifis, but argued from resem- 
blances of doctrine at the two ends and chains of disciples in between. 

3 Ibn Tufayl, Hayy Ibn Yagzan, and ed. L. Gauthier (Beirut, 1936), pp. \¥-\¥3 
Ben Maym6én (Maimonides), Guide for the perplexed, Part 2, ch. 9: Eng. tr. M. 


Friedlander, 2nd ed. (London, 1904); Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Upian al-anba’ fi 
tabaqat al-atibba’, ed. A. Miller (Konigsberg, 1884), II, pp. 62-64. 
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perhaps they ignored Ibn Masarra because they did not consider 
him a true faylasif in the tradition of Plato and Aristotle. Another 
philosopher, Ibn Tufayl, passed most of his life under the Almoravid 
dynasty, though his surviving philosophic work, Hayy Ibn Yaqz4n, 
belongs to the Almohad period. Moreover, there must have been 
some good teachers of philosophy at Cordoba, for the distinguished 
philosophers of the next generation, Ibn Rushd and Méshe Ben 
Maymén (Maimonides), received their education there in the last 
years of the Almoravides.* 

Thus it is clear that there was a lively interest in philosophy in 
Andalus under the Almoravides. Why it grew up in this period is 
somewhat of a puzzle. A negative reason may be suggested: that 
whereas the Almoravides and their supporters, the lawyers, feared 
Ash‘arite preaching to the people, they had no such fear of philo- 
sophers because of the philosophers’ strong tradition of discretion 
and their strict and deliberate limitation of their audience.” 

Yet philosophy remained under its usual cloud of suspicion. 
A contemporary of Ibn Bajja, Ibn Wahib, ceased to speak openly 
of philosophy, owing to the dangers to life; he devoted his later 
life to writing books on the Islamic sciences: ‘‘neither was there 
found in them, as in the works of others, anything hidden to be 
explained after his death’’.3 In Ibn Bajja’s Aztab tadbir al-mutawahhid 
there is a sense of loneliness: the philosophers are called ‘“‘weeds” 
(nawabit), like the grass that springs up among the crops; they are 
strangers in their own country, one of an exceedingly small number. 
A philosopher may even find no kindred spirit in his country, in 
which case he will have to live in solitude or emigrate.* 

A new stage in the intellectual history of western Islam was 
reached when Ibn Tumart, the Mahdi of the Almohades (probably 
d. 622 = 1128), introduced eastern theology (kaladm) among his 
disciples. On some questions, such as the denial of the divine 
attributes, he adopted a Mu‘tazilite position; on others, such as 
allegorical interpretation (ta’wil) of the anthropomorphic passages 
of Scripture, he followed the Ash‘arites. In law he was a Zahirite: 
that is to say, he believed in taking the Scriptures in their literal 
sense and judging their meaning directly, following no legal 


* Ibn Rushd was born in 520 (1126/7), Ben Maymén in 530 (1135). Seville 
was captured by the Almohades in 541 (Jan., 1147), Cérdoba was surrendered 
to them in 543 (1148/9). Ibn Bajja died young, in 533 (1138/9), and could not 
have been the teacher of Ibn Rushd or Ben Maymon. Nor did he ever meet 
Ibn Tufayl (Hayy Ibn Yagzan, p. \¥). 

2 See Fasl, passim, and notes 142, 191 to the translation; I. Goldziher, Intro- 
duction to Le livre de Mohammed Ibn Toumert, mahdi des Almohades, ed. J. D. Luciani 
(Algiers, 1903), PP. 74-79. 

3 Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, “Cytin al-anba’, II, p. 63. 

4 Ed. and Span. tr. M. Asin Palacios, El regimen oh solitario por Avempace (Madrid- 
Granada, 1946), pp. \*-\)\, VA-V4. 
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authority such as Malik but only the general principles of juris- 
prudence (usil al-figh). He began a programme of popular religious 
education in North Africa, preaching and writing in Berber, 
formulating a short creed, and compiling collections of Traditions 
on prayer, purification, booty and wine. All this was in opposition 
to the traditional attitude of the educated classes in the West, 
described in the preceding pages. Thus in some respects the Mahdi’s 
movement had the character of a protestant reformation: it was a 
movement aiming to bring Scripture and people closer to each 
other.' 

The opposition of the Almoravides to such a programme was 
inevitable. In the armed conflict between the two Berber groups, 
the Almohades overthrew the kingdom of the Almoravides in 
North Africa by 541 (1146/7) and in the next few years conquered 
their Andalusian provinces. The conqueror, ‘Abd al-Mu’min 
(r. 527-58 = 1132/3-1163), was the designated successor of the 
Mahdi, and it must have been in his reign that the books of the 
Ash‘arite theologians and Ghazali first became widely familiar 
to the educated public of the West.” In law, as befitted the Mahdi’s 
successor, he was a convinced Zahirite (literalist) and opponent 
of the furii‘ (positive law), but he kept these opinions to himself,3 
because the class of Malikite lawyers was strongly entrenched in 
his new empire and must provide a large part of the personnel of 
his civil administration. 

‘Abd al-Mu’min’s interests, however, were not limited to the 
Islamic sciences. The scholars whom he gathered round him and 
encouraged were divided into two classes of “‘students’’ (talaba) : 
the learned traditionists of the original Almohad movement 
(talabat al-Muwahhidin), who were of the Masmiuda tribe, and the 
city scholars (¢alabat al-hadar) on every science. The leaders of these 
two groups attended his Councils of State, both public and closed, 
and the sessions always began with discussion of a learned question, 
stated by the Prince himself.4 Thus the puritanical movement of 
Ibn Tumart was being broadened somewhat (at any rate within 


t See I. Goldziher, Introduction to Jon Toumert, and ‘‘Materielien zur Kenntniss 
der Almohadenbewegung”’, Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft, 
41 (1887), pp. 30-140; R. Brunschvig, ‘Sur le doctrine du Mahdi Ibn Tamart’’, 
Arabica, 2 (1955), pp. 137-49. For recently discovered sources on the history of 
these times see especially E. Lévi-Provencal, Introduction to Documents inédits 
d’histoire Almohade (Paris, 1928), and ‘‘‘Abd al-Mu’min’’, Encyclopaedia of Islam, 
and ed. (Leiden, 1954- ). 

* See below, p. 16, on knowledge of Ash‘arite and Ghazalian writings in Andalus 
in the 1170s. 

3 Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, p. 203. Such a statement, about the concealed opinions 
of someone who died 60 years before the date of writing, might be suspected; but 
it has circumstantial probability in both parts. 

_4 Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, pp. 144, 249. See J. F. P. Hopkins, ‘““The Almohade 
hierarchy’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 16 (1954), pp. 93-112. 
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the limits of Islam, for this was the time of the forced conversions 
of Spanish Christians and Jews). This development was to continue 
on the basis of the good education given by ‘Abd al-Mu’min to 
his sons.’ 

The intellectual tendencies of ‘Abd al-Mu’min are found inten- 
sified in his son and successor Abii Ya‘qib Yusuf (r. 558-80 = 
1163-84). The cast of mind of this remarkable man, whom 
Marrakushi calls the only true king of the Almohades,? had far- 
reaching consequences in the history of thought, for it gave a new 
boost to philosophy in Islam at a time when it could bear fruit in 
Jewish and Christian circles, in Spain and the rest of Europe. For 
this reason, and because of their direct bearing on Fasl al-magqdal, 
I shall devote some attention to Abi Ya‘qtb’s scholarly interests 
and activities. 

The education which he had received from his father was aug- 
mented by himself when he was a provincial governor at Seville, 
after 551 (1156/7), for he took the opportunity to learn from the 
scholars there in every subject.3 In law he was a cautious Zahirite 
and opponent of the furd‘, like his father, but he ventured beyond 
him in revealing this attitude: thus, in the course of a meeting with 
a certain scholar, he is said to have rejected the varying interpreta- 
tions of the lawyers and declared that the only authorities acceptable 
to him were the Scriptures and the sword.4 He was an extremely 
learned traditionist, thoroughly familiar with the Qur’dn and 
Traditions ;5 he compiled a book of Traditions on holy war (jihad), 
in continuation of the series of such compilations initiated by 
Ibn Timart.® 

There is no doubt that Abi Ya‘qib had a passion for learning, 
and above all for philosophy. Like his father, he used to begin his 
Councils with discussion of a learned question with the two classes 
of scholars.?7 Marrakushi writes that he 

“continued to collect books from Andalus and the Maghrib, 
and to seek out men of learning, especially theoretical scientists 
(ahl ‘ilm an-nazar),® until he had gathered round him more 


1 Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-a‘yan (Cairo, 1859), II, p. 491, = Eng. tr. M. de 
Slane, IV (Paris, 1871), p. 471. 

2 Marrakushi, Mu‘jzb, p. 176. 

3 Ibid., p. 170; Ibn Khaldtin, Histoire des Berbéres, II, p. 192, gives the date. 

4 Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, p. 203. 

5 Ibid., p. 170; I. Goldziher, Z.D.M.G., 41 (1887), p. 98, with reference to 
Ibn Sahib as-Salat, Oxford Marshall MS. 433, fol. 45a; ibzd., pp. 134-38, the text 
of a decree to his provincial judges which shows his competence and traditionalism 
in law. 

6 Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, p. 183; I. Goldziher, Z.D.M.G., 41 (1887), pp. 81, 99. 

7 Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, p. 249. 

8 This term includes philosophers, Cf. Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat (Cairo, 1859), 
II, p. 491, = Eng. tr. M. de Slane, IV, p. 471: Aba Ya‘qub preferred philosophy 
to literature and other subjects. 
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than any previous king of the Maghrib. One of the versatile 
men of learning who accompanied him was Abu Bakr 
Muhammad Ibn Tufayl, one of the Muslim philosophers who 
had mastered all the parts of philosophy. The Prince of the 
Believers (Amir al-Mu’minin) Aba Ya‘qub was extremely 
attached and devoted to him: I have heard that he used to 
stay in the Prince’s palace with him for days, without emerging 
for nights and days on end.’’* 
Ibn Tufayl was in fact chief physician to the monarch, but it 
could not have been medicine which held them’ so long in con- 
verse; it must have been philosophy and religion. Ibn Tufayl 
was now in his later years, and much interested in religion; among 
other things he was anxious to reconcile philosophy with religion 
(al-jam‘ bayn al-hikma wash-shari‘a).? 

It was Ibn Tufayl who both introduced Ibn Rushd to Abu 
Ya‘quib and commissioned him to execute the Prince’s wish that 
commentaries should be written on the works of Aristotle. The 
two events are narrated in succession by Marrakushi, and should 
probably both be dated between 563 and 564 (1168-69).3 The 
narrative of Marrakushi is based on accounts given by Ibn Rushd 
himself to one of his pupils, and is of such interest and significance 
for our subject that I reproduce it in full: 


“This Aba Bakr [Ibn Tufayl] continued to draw men of 
learning to the Prince from every country, bringing them to 
his attention and inciting him to honour and praise them. 
It was he who brought to the Prince’s attention Abul-Walid 
Muhammad Ibn Ahmad Ibn Muhammad Ibn Rushd; and 
from this time he became known and his ability became 
celebrated among men. Ibn Rushd’s pupil, the lawyer and 
professor Abi Bakr Bundtid Ibn Yahya al-Qurtubi told me 
that he had heard the philosopher Abul-Walid say on more 


than one occasion: 


*““When I entered into the presence of the Prince of the 
Believers, Abu Ya‘qub, I found him with Abt Bakr Ibn 
Tufayl alone. Abii Bakr began praising me, mentioning my 
family and ancestors and generously including in the recital 
things beyond my real merits. The first thing that the Prince 
of the Believers said to me, after asking me my name, my 
father’s name and my genealogy was: ‘‘What is their opinion 
about the heavens?’’—referring to the philosophers—‘Are 
they eternal or created ?”” Confusion and fear took hold of me, 

I Muiby ps 72 
* Ibid., p. 172; Ibn Khalhkan, Wafayat, II, p. 493, = Eng. tr. de Slane, 


IV, p. 474- ; 
3 See L. Gauthier, /bn Thofail, sa vie, ses oeuvres (Paris, 1909), pp. 15-17. 
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and I began making excuses and denying that I had ever 
concerned myself with philosophic learning; for I did not 
know what Ibn Tufayl had told him on the subject. But the 
Prince of the Believers understood my fear and confusion, 
and turning to Ibn Tufayl began talking about the question 
of which he had asked me, mentioning what Aristotle, Plato 
and all the philosophers had said, and bringing in besides the 
objections of the Muslim thinkers against them; and I per- 
ceived in him such a copious memory as I did not think could 
be found [even] in any one of those who concerned themselves 
full time with this subject. Thus he continued to set me at 
ease until I spoke, and he learned what was my competence 
in that subject; and when I withdrew he ordered for me a 
donation in money, a magnificent robe of honour and a steed.’ 

“That same pupil of his also told me that Ibn Rushd had 
told him: 


“Abu Bakr Ibn Tufayl summoned me one day and told 
me, ‘Today I heard the Prince of the Believers complain 
of the difficulty of expression of Aristotle and his translators, 
and mention the obscurity of his aims, saying, ‘If someone 
would tackle these books, summarize them (yulakhkhisuha)* 
and expound their aims, after understanding them thoroughly, 
it would be easier for people to grasp them.’ So if you have 
in you abundant strength for the task, perform it. I expect 
you will be equal to it, from what I know of the excellence of 
your mind, the purity of your nature, and the intensity of your 
application to science. I myself am only prevented from this 
undertaking by my age, as you see, my occupation with 
government service, and the devotion of my attention to 
matters which I hold more important.” ’* Abul-Walid said: 
‘**This was what led me to summarize (talkhis) the books of 
the philosopher Aristotle.” ’ 3 


There are several points in this account that call for our 
special attention. It 1s clear that Abi Ya‘qib was highly inter- 
ested and learned in philosophy, and that it was he who took 
the initiative in instituting the great project of Arabic commentaries 
on Aristotle which Ibn Rushd carried out. Even more significant 
for our subject, however, is the fact that until the interview with the 


X On the meaning of talkhis see below, p. 15, n. 5. 

2 1 believe there could only have been one thing which a Muslim philosopher 
talking to another would refer to as more important than government service: 
the care of his own soul. That this is what Ibn Tufayl means here is confirmed 
by the subject and spirit of his book Hayy Ibn Yaqzan, and by the statement of 
Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, p. 172, that “at the end of his life he turned his attention 
to metaphysics (al-‘ilm al-ilahi) and put aside other studies’’. 


3 Mu‘jib, pp. 174-75; 
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Prince Ibn Rushd was unaware of his favourable interest in philo- 
sophy, and feared some harsh penalty if he himself were known 
to be occupied in such a study. Nothing could more plainly illumi- 
nate the public unpopularity of philosophy than the Prince’s 
extreme discretion and the philosopher’s apprehensions. 

It is time now to consider, to an extent that may enlighten our 
subject, who this man was who received the confidence of the 
Prince and his philosophic physician. Ibn Rushd came from a 
distinguished Cordoban family of lawyers. His grandfather, Abul- 
Walid the elder (450-520 = 1058/9-1126/7), was a chief justice 
(qadi al-jama‘a) in Cérdoba, who wrote two celebrated law books 
in the Malikite fashion.’ Towards the end of his life he was active 
in appealing to the Almoravid ‘Ali Ibn Yusuf to act more decisively 
against the Christians in Andalus. Less is known about Ibn Rushd’s 
father, but he too was a qddi at Cordoba. 

There is little direct evidence about Ibn Rushd’s early life, but 
it is clear that he grew up in one of the best homes in Cordoba 
during the later years of the Almoravid regime. In such a family 
it was natural that he should receive a good legal education. His 
law teachers are mentioned in the short biography of him by Ibn 
al-Abbar, who also states that Ibn Rushd memorized the Muwatta 
of Malik.” At some time in his life he wrote three or four books on 
law;3 Ibn al-Abbar praises them highly, as well as his opinions as 
a lawyer and decisions as a judge. 

Among the list of his studies in youth Ibn al-Abbar mentions 
theology (‘ilm al-kalam).5 His writings confirm his first-hand know- 
ledge of Ash‘arite works, such as those of Abul-Ma‘ali al-Juwayni, 
known as Imam al-Haramayn, the teacher of Ghazali; and he was 
thoroughly familiar with the works of Ghazali. Concerning the 
Mu‘tazilites he confessed that their books had not reached Andalus,° 
but he had a general knowledge of their teachings. Thus it is 
evident that he was well versed in the traditional Islamic sciences 
of jurisprudence and theology; his later distaste for kaldm was not 
due to ignorance, but to a strong conviction that it was muddled 
and not scientific as he thought philosophy was. 

On the side of secular studies, he is said to have possessed a wide 


* See C. A. Nallino, “Intorno al kitab al-bayan del giurista Ibn Rushd’’, in 
Homenaje 4 D. Francisco Codera (Saragossa, 1904), pp. 67-77; Ibn Khaldin, 
eee in Prolégoménes d’Ebn Khaldoun, ed. M. Quatremére (Paris, 1858), 

p. II 

? Takmila, in Bibliotheca Arabico-Hispana, V, pp. 269-70; also in E. Renan, 
Avg ies: PP: 435-37. 

3 Ibn Bee Takmila, pp. 269-70; Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyan al-anba’, I, 
p. 77; also in E. Renan, Averroés, p. 453. 

4 Takmila, pp. 269-70. 

5 Ibid., p. 269. 

6 Manahij, 42. 
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knowledge of Arabic literature.’ But it was towards the Greek 
sciences that he obviously showed the greatest enthusiasm. He was 
thoroughly educated in medicine, and wrote his ‘General medicine’, 
Al-Kulliyat fit-tibb, in the earlier part of his career—not after 1169 
at the latest.” It is evident from his writings that he was thoroughly 
familiar with the whole body of Aristotelian science. 

We know hardly anything about his philosophic education. 
He could not have been a student of Ibn Bajja who died when Ibn 
Rushd was twelve, and it is unlikely that he ever studied under 
Ibn Tufayl.3 One of his teachers in philosophy was a certain Aba 
Ja‘far Harun, but nothing is known about this man’s philosophic 
ideas, beyond the fact that he was a careful student of Aristotle and 
other ancient philosophers.4 Very probably it was under him that 
Ibn Rushd first studied that Aristotelian philosophy which became 
the dominant intellectual passion of his life. 

Before the interviews in Marrakush, Ibn Rushd’s writings were 
on medicine (the Aulliyat), on Aristotle (several of the summaries) ,5 
and, presumably, on law. Thus at the time of these interviews he 
appeared before the Almohad ruler and Ibn Tufayl as a man in his 
early forties, with a very broad education, who had already done 
important work in science and philosophy. We may add that he had 
a sharp analytical mind and a certain wit and lucidity in expres- 
sion; these qualities are evident in his writings and in the few 
sayings of his which have been preserved by biographers and 
historians. 

From the time of the interviews (1168/69), Ibn Rushd “became 
known and his ability became celebrated among men”.® Assured 
of the ruler’s backing, he worked for the next decade on his task, 
principally on the middle commentaries: first at Seville, then at 


t Ibn al-Abbar, Takmila, p. 269. 

2 See L. Gauthier, Jbn Rochd, p. 12. 

3 [bid., pp. 4-5; and see below, p. 18. 

4 Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyan al-anba’, 11, pp. 75 and 76. 

5 For the chronology of Ibn Rushd’s philosophical works, see M. Alonso, 
Teologta de Averroes (Madrid-Granada, 1947), pp. 51-98; L. Gauthier, Jbn Rochd, 
pp. 12-14. Alonso, pp. 55-68, gives good reasons for dating the summaries of 
Aristotle’s Organon before 1159, and the first edition of the summaries of six 
other works in 1159. In view of these reasons I do not see the force of Gauthier’s 
conclusion, p. 13, n. 1, that the latter group must be after 1169. Gauthier’s view 
is based on the statement of Ibn Rushd, as reported by Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, 
pp. 174-75, that it was the royal commission, probably given in 1169, that led 
him to make “‘ces paraphrases’”’. The word used is talkhis: but this word may be 
used here loosely, to refer to the middle commentaries not the summaries, On the 
complicated question of the meaning of talkhis, see A. F. Ahwani, Introduction 
to Ibn Rushd’s Talkhis kitab an-nafs (Cairo, 1950), pp. 9-18. A general con- 
sideration may be added: it seems improbable that Abu Ya‘qab and Ibn Tufayl 
would have commissioned for their important project a scholar who had not yet 
published any works on Aristotle. 

6 Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, p. 174. 
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Cordoba to which he returned soon after 566 (1170/1).7 He refers 
in his works to distractions and difficulties which prevented full 
attention to his studies. It is very probable that he was filling posts 
as a gadi, though I find no evidence of date for this before 577 
(1181/2), when a late chronicle records that he was appointed 
gadi of Cérdoba.* After some years of commenting, Ibn Rushd 
turned aside to write the three related treatises, Fasl, Damima and 
Manahij: the last was completed in 575 (1179/80). According to 
Alonso’s chronology, they fall between the period of the middle 
commentaries and that of the great commentaries. He had com- 
pleted his Middle commentary on Anstotle’s Ethica Nicomachea in 572 
(1176/7), and perhaps wrote his Commentary on Plato’s Republic soon 
after that.3 

We may now return to the question which remains to be answered 
concerning Fasl: what was the local occasion for the writing of a 
defence of philosophy? In the absence of direct evidence of a par- 
ticular challenge to philosophic activities in the 70’s of the twelfth 
century, we have to infer the occasion from our knowledge of the 
total situation as described in the preceding pages. It is clear 
enough that, although the prince could secure the personal safety 
and well being of his protégé, he could not suppress vocal opposition 
to philosophy by all the forces that condemned it. These forces 
comprised the conservative Malikite lawyers and their popular 
supporters, and the rising class of Ash‘arite theologians who had 
received the blessing of the Mahdi and who were “considered ortho- 
dox by most people today”’, according to Ibn Rushd’s statement in 
Manahy.4 Nothing had occurred to abate the widespread and long- 
standing hostility to philosophy, of which ample evidence has been 
mentioned above. That it persisted in the later years of the twelfth 
century is shown by Abu Yusuf’s sharp persecution of philosophers 
(including Ibn Rushd) in 1195, evidently with the approval of a 


* Summary of Aristotle’s Meteorologica = K. al-athar al-‘alawiya, p. 53 in 
Rasa’il Ibn Rushd (Hyderabad, 1947): Ibn Rushd was not at Cérdoba at the time 
of the first earthquake there in 566, but was present during the lesser tremors of 
the following two years. 

2 Chronique des Almohades et des Hafsides, Fr. tr. E. Fagnan (Constantine, 1895), 
p. 16: a sixteenth-century work attributed to Zarkashi. After 578 (1182/3) 
according to Ibn Abi Zar‘, Rawd al-qirtds, ed. C. J. Tornberg in Annales regum 
Mauritaniae (Uppsala, 1843-46), I, p. \Yo. On the chronology of Ibn Rushd’s 
life at this period see S. Munk, Mélanges de philosophie juive et arabe (Paris, 1859), 
pp. 422-24; E. Renan, Averroés, pp. 18-19; L. Gauthier, [bn Rochd, pp. 8-9. But 
the subject needs working out afresh on the basis of all the surviving evidence. 

3 See E, I. J. Rosenthal, Averroés’ Commen‘ary on Plato’s Republic (Cambridge, 
1956), Introduction, pp. 10-11. The place of publication of the two commentaries 
and our three treatises is not recorded. In 574 (1178/9) a portion of the De 
substantia orbis was completed in Marrakush: Aristotelis opera omnia . . . Averrois 
Cordubensis . . . Commentaria (Venice, 1560), V, p. 327. 

4p. 28. 
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large section of the public.’ There is more evidence from this 
period,” but it would be wearisome to go further. It is sufficient 
to note that Fas/ al-maqdl is itself the best evidence of the prevailing 
unpopularity of philosophy, for though it is outwardly confident 
and even aggressive, it is essentially a work of defence such as would 
not have been thought necessary in the days of the older philo- 
sophers. 

It is a reasonable guess that it was the writing and publication 
of the Aristotelian commentaries themselves which in the 70’s 
aroused the usual murmurs against this pagan science, useless 
speculation and source of corruption to honest Muslims. To these 
complaints Ibn Rushd could not avoid giving a direct answer. 
And he was exceptionally well qualified to do so, by reason of his 
mastery of both law and philosophy, his probable position as a 
qadi at the time, and the patronage of the prince. 

The main conclusions of the last two sections, then, may be 
summed up as follows. In Fas/ al-maqal, Ibn Rushd was primarily 
giving a legal retort to a condemnation of philosophy that had been 
spelled out by Ghazali and was now being pressed in the West by 
Ash‘arite schoolmen. The reading public to whom the work is 
addressed may be presumed to have consisted largely of Anda- 
lusians educated in the Malikite legal tradition. Thus, while the 
work displays direct antagonism to Ash‘arite theology, its attitude 
to this public is one of persuasion, using legal arguments about 
philosophy and parallels between philosophy and jurisprudence. 

The attitude of Ibn Rushd towards the Almohad religious move- 
ment would be better known to us if his commentary on Ibn 
Tuamart’s Creed, ‘Agidat at-tawhid, had survived.3 We can certainly 
assume that he was hostile to the Ash‘arite elements in Ibn 
Tumart’s theology, but it seems unlikely that he would be able to 
attack the ideas of the Mahdi directly, even though the present 
prince, Abi Ya‘ qub, was privately no longer a strict follower of 
those ideas. In the Commentary on Plato’s Republic the ruling 
monarch is referred to as a philosopher king+ and praised as 
the patron of the writer;5 this is only natural and seems quite 


t Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyin al-anba@’, II, p. 69 (life of Aba Bakr Ibn Zuhr) 
and 76-77 (life of Ibn Rushd); Ibn al-Abbar, Takmila, p. 270; Ansari, fragment 
of Life of Ibn Rushd in E. Renan, Averroés, pp. 437-47: Dhahabi, Life of Aba 
ee in E. Renan, Averroés, pp. 460-62 ; Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, pp. 223-25. 

E.g. Ibn Abi Usaybi' a, ‘Uyiin al-anba’, II, pp. 69- 70 (life of Aba Bakr Ibn 
Zubr). Ibn Tufayl, Hayy Ibn Yagzan, pp. \or-0); Maqgaari, Nafh at-tib (Cairo, 
1949), I, pp. 205-6. 

3 This commentary is listed in Escurial, MS. 879 in Casiri’s catalogue, fol. 82: 
in E. Renan, Averroés, p. 464. See I. Goldziher, Introduction to Ibn Toumert, 
Poa . 

4 II, iti, 1-2 and xvii, 3. 

5 TII, xxi, 1. 
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unforced. Mention is made, however, of the ruler’s lack of influence 
over the beliefs of the public,’ which are said to be dominated by 
‘the sophists’’, i.e. the theologians.” There is a favourable reference 
to the dynasty at the end of Fasl, if I have rightly interpreted the 
phrase hadh al-amr al-ghalib;3 and Fasl is in line with royal views 
both in its defence of philosophy and in its attitude to popular 
religious education. This is not to say that Fasl was written at the 
royal command. Ibn Rushd states explicitly that it was only written 
in reaction to the publicity that the issue had received, and that 
otherwise he would have been most reluctant to discuss such 
questions outside scientific circles.4 This is sufficient proof that the 
treatise was written on his own initiative. 

A somewhat similar relation prevailed between Ibn Rushd and 
Ibn Tufayl. Ibn Rushd was not a disciple of Ibn ‘Tufayl, and no- 
where refers to his philosophic ideas.5 But on the questions of Fasl, 
Ibn Tufayl’s Hayy Ibn Yaqzan (published a few years before or after 
Fasl) presents the same views though in a less developed form. 
Doubtless these questions were discussed between the two philo- 
sophers in the presence of the prince. 


THE PROBLEM OF THE Book 


The contents of Fas/ al-maqal have been much discussed over the 
last fifty years, in the course of a distinguished debate among 
scholars—Asin and Gauthier, Horten, Alonso, Allard and others.® 
The debate has for the most part been concerned with Ibn Rushd’s 
attitude to Islam, a broad question which requires for its answer 
a consideration of far more than the present treatise. To review the 
previous literature, or to offer an opinion on the general question, 
would call for a discussion disproportionate to this introduction. 
The following sections will be confined to an account of Fasl, with 


MIDE, Seiait, 3) 

PSUS thi, Gs 

3 p. 26, line 10. See note 196 to the translation. 

4 18, 16-18. 

5 On the relation of the two as philosophers see L. Gauthier, Introduction to 
Hayy ta Yaqdhén, roman philosophique d’Ibn Thofail, 2nd ed. (Beirut, 1936), pp. 
121-28, 

6 The most important contributions, in chronological order: M. Asin Palacios, 
“El averroismo teologico de Santo Tomas de Aquino”, in Homenaje é D. Francisco 
Codera (Saragossa, 1904), pp. 271-331; L. Gauthier, La théorie d’Ibn Rochd (Averroés) 
sur les rapports de la religion et de la philosophie (Paris, 1909); M. Horten, Texte zu dem 
Streite zwischen Glauben und Wissen im Islam (Bonn, 1913), and the review of it by 
A, Bonucci in Rivista degli Studi Orientali, 1 (1916), pp. 508-15; L. Gauthier, 
“Scolastique musulmane et scolastique chrétienne”’, Revue d’ Histoire de la Philosophie, 
2 (1928), pp. 221-53, 333-65; L. Gauthier, Ibn Rochd (Averroés): Traité décisif, 
and ed. (Algiers, 1942), pp. ix-xxii; M. Alonso, Teologta de Averroes (Madrid- 
Granada, 1947), pp. 99-118; L. Gauthier, Jbn Rochd (Averroés) (Paris, 1948), 
ch. 2; M. Allard, “Le rationalisme d’Averroés d’aprés une étude sur la création’, 
Bulletin d’ Etudes Orientales, 14 (1952-54), Pp. 7-59- 
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a view to bringing out its main features and answering some ques- 
tions that naturally arise about it.t In the process I shall resume 
many points that have now been established, and make such 
additions and modifications as have occurred to me in the course 
of study. 

We should start by noticing carefully what the work is about, 
in order to avoid some misconceptions that can easily arise. Ibn 
Rushd, in his usual manner, states the purpose of the treatise at 
the very beginning: it is ‘‘to examine, from the standpoint of the 
study of the Law (an-nazar ash-shar‘i), whether the study of philo- 
sophy (an-nazar fil-falsafa) and logic is allowed by the Law 
(ash-shar‘), or prohibited, or commanded—either by way of 
recommendation or as obligatory’ (p. 1). Thus the question is 
formulated as one of Islamic law: in which of the legal categories 
must philosophic activity be placed? The answer which follows 
in the rest of the book is derived from the two scriptural sources of 
law, the Qur’dn and the Traditions, and the two further accepted 
principles, consensus (7jmd) and reasoning (g/yds). Thus the whole 
treatise must be classed as legal in the Islamic sense; or it may 
equally be said, in modern terms, that it deals with a moral 
question. The subject whose status is in question is philosophy, but 
the treatise itself is not a philosophical work; it is a legal treatise 
about philosophy. And Ibn Rushd writes it in his capacity as a 
legal theorist and practising judge, though the fact that he is also 
a practising philosopher makes a great difference to his conclusions, 
as will be shown. 

We may next examine the two terms that enter into this legal 
relation. The final judicial arbiter is said to be the shar‘. I have 
translated this term as ‘“‘Scripture’’ whenever it refers primarily to 
a text, an object of study, and as ““Law” when it refers rather to 
a source of commands and prohibitions to man. In the Arabic 
word both concepts are bound together: shar‘ is Lawgiving 
Scripture or Scriptural Law. The Scripture referred to is primarily 
the Qur’an and secondarily the Traditions; the ultimate Lawgiver 
is God, through the mouth and deeds of His Prophet Muhammad 
(who is also referred to as “the lawgiver’’, ash-shari‘).2 But the 
Prophet is dead, and Scripture does not speak or judge; there is 
thus inevitably a continuing human element in legal decision— 
collective, through the doctrine of zjma‘, and personal, in so far as 
the judge has a residue of discretion to interpret Scripture. Never- 
theless, though Ibn Rushd later in the book defends the philo- 
sopher’s analogous right to use such limited discretion in his own 


t T have inserted detailed summaries in the translation. 
2 Fasl 22, following a practice of Farabi and Ibn Sina. See n. 171 to the trans- 
Jation. 
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field, he does not question the truth and authority of Scripture 
nor the framework of Islamic legal theory within which all judge- 
ments are to be given. We should therefore accept the fact that he 
starts from the Law, and view the work primarily from its own 
standpoint. 

The other term is the object to be judged, the study of philosophy 
(an-nazar fil-falsafa). This is an activity, not a set of books or a 
particular philosophic system. The question is not about the works 
of Aristotle but about the occupation of contemporary philosophers, 
such as the author and his colleagues in Andalus. Nazar means 
theoretical, scientific study (Greek thedria): it is misleading to 
translate it as “speculation”, with its modern connotations of 
uncertain methods and conclusions. Falsafa is shortly to be defined 
by Ibn Rushd, in the first pages of his answer, so I shall leave the 
consideration of its meaning to the next section. 


THE GENERAL SOLUTION 


Ibn Rushd’s answer to his problem falls naturally into three 
main parts, which I have designated as chapters. In Chapter 1 
(pp. 1-7) he gives an initial answer, without yet facing the major 
difficulties. This answer is deduced from Scripture by a regular 
juristic argument. 

Many passages of the Qur’dn bid man to observe and reflect on 
the natural universe, in order to recognize the manifestations of 
God’s power in it. Thus ‘“‘the Law has rendered obligatory the 
study of beings by the intellect, and reflection on them” (p. 2). 
This step provides the necessary textual basis of the argument. 
It is a fact that the Qur'an is full of exhortations to observation and 
reflection on the power of God in the world, though it is not clear 
how Ibn Rushd has inferred obligation rather than recommendation 
from the passages quoted. 

The next step is to show that this observation and reflection on 
the universe at its best (as it obviously should be) involves a study 
of philosophy, for the systematic application of demonstrative 
reasoning to the world is philosophy. 

Two points here call for explanation and criticism. (1) Philo- 
sophy is conceived as a demonstrative science. Falsafa is the Greek 
philosophia, philosophy in the Greek tradition. It is thought of by 
Ibn Rushd and his Arabic predecessors not as speculative in the 
modern sense, but as yielding a knowledge of reality which is 
demonstrative according to the Aristotelian conditions: con- 
clusions drawn by flawless logic from indubitable premisses. 
Philosophy is thus thought of as a kind of science, giving certain 
truth to the qualified philosopher who reasons with sufficient care. 
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It shares with the other sciences the authoritative name of hikma 
(wisdom, Greek sophia), and this name is more often used than 
JSalsafa in Fasl.* 

It is this characterization of philosophy as demonstrative science 
which provides the key to Ibn Rushd’s whole position in Fasl. 
Accordingly we must ask what truth there is in it. It might be 
objected that philosophy in its proper sense, as we understand it 
today, is not a science at all because it is carefully separated both 
from mathematics and from the empirical sciences. However that 
may be—and the proper definition of philosophy is still in dispute— 
it would provide merely a verbal criticism of Ibn Rushd; for he is 
talking of falsafa, and this does contain elements of ‘‘natural 
philosophy” which we now classify as empirical science. And science 
is at any rate a rational, organized study of the universe. 

But just when science is empirical, it cannot be demonstrative. 
We can never have indubitable premisses about any part of the 
empirical world, let alone the cosmos as a whole. This dilemma— 
either demonstrative or empirical, but not both—has become 
clear to most thinkers in modern times, but it was not so to a medi- 
aeval Aristotelian: for him all sciences, including philosophy, 
started from indubitable first principles. 

(2) Ibn Rushd, in his ‘opening statement, sets out to prove that 
philosophy” is nothing more than teleological study of the world. 
But philosophy in mediaeval Islam went considerably beyond such 
a study. Leaving out logic, which was considered as an instrument 
of philosophy rather than part of it, we still have the greater por- 
tions of physical philosophy and psychology, ethics, political 
philosophy and metaphysics—those portions which were not simply 
intended to prove God’s power but were studied for their own 
interest or with a view to man’s happiness. And in his main con- 
clusion (pp. 4-5) what Ibn Rushd establishes is only that the 
Qur’dn encourages a scientific, teleological study of the world, 
which is a part of philosophy. 

But, in fact, there is nothing in the Book which forbids other kinds 
of study, such as the remainder of philosophy. Ibn Rushd should 
have proved by the negative way the permissibility of all philosophy, 
which was after all the practical goal that had to be assured in his 
environment. He has neglected this task, and pushed ahead to 
claim an obligation to study a part of philosophy. His procedure 
is one example of a certain aggressiveness which characterizes the 
treatise. 

From the general position he has reached, Ibn Rushd proceeds 
to make further inferences: that logic is necessary as a tool, that 


™ See L. Gauthier, La théorie, p. 46. . oe ; 
2 “Philosophy” will normally mean falsafa or hikma unless I indicate otherwise. 
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this tool can be efficiently acquired only from the ancient Greeks, 
and that philosophy proper can be efficiently practised only 
after learning ancient Greek philosophy. These conclusions follow 
very easily. He merely has to parry conservative objections to these 
studies as being a heretical innovation (dzd‘a), pagan in origin, 
and harmful to some people. In answering these objections he uses 
analogical arguments, comparing logic and philosophy with other 
lawful practices (use of non-Muslim instruments, pp. 3-4), and with 
the science of Islamic jurisprudence itself. From the frequency of the 
legal analogies in this part (five in pp. 2-7), it is plain that the author 
is addressing himself to an audience of lawyers, or at least to persons 
interested in the law. 

In the course of showing that the harm that philosophy some- 
times causes is accidental, he brings in a new point: that philosophy 
should only be studied by people who are qualified to use demon- 
strative arguments. This point is developed a little where he speaks 
of three methods of acquiring religious knowledge, suitable for 
three classes of minds. ‘The scheme becomes important in the later 
parts of the book. 

The structure of Chapter 1 is clear. In a few pages Ibn Rushd 
has arrived swiftly and boldly at his main conclusion: that philo- 
sophy, including study of Greek philosophy, is sanctioned by the 
Qur’ dn. Not a very welcome conclusion to the ‘ulama’ of Andalus! 
But the real difficulties have still to appear. 


ALLEGORICAL INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE 


Chapter 2 (pp. 7-18) contains answers to major objections to 
Ibn Rushd’s thesis. These objections form a logical series, each one 
arising out of the answer to the one before. 

The prima facie objection is that philosophy taught doctrines 
about God and the world which were at variance with the teachings 
of Scripture: it could not then be a study that Scripture commanded, 
or even permitted. This is the familiar accusation of the Muslim 
theologians against philosophy in the pagan Greek tradition. It is 
not explicitly stated here by Ibn Rushd, but it is clearly implied 
in his general answer, which is given in the first sentence of 
Chapter 2. “Now since this religion is true and summons to the 
study which leads to knowledge of the Truth, we the Muslim 
community know definitely that demonstrative study does not lead 
to [conclusions] conflicting with what Scripture has given us; for 
truth does not oppose truth but accords with it and bears witness 
tO it” (a7). 

It must be noted that there would have been no problem if 
Ibn Rushd had held such a theory of “double truth” as was imputed 
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to him in Latin circles in the thirteenth century. Revealed truths 
would have been true “‘in the religious realm’? and those of the 
world ‘in the philosophic realm”, and no contradiction could have 
arisen between them. It is just because he held a unitary view of 
truth that a problem arises. Scripture makes assertions about the 
same world of fact as that of philosophy: therefore a conflict between 
them is conceivable, if either of them has made false assertions. 

His bold a@ priort answer quoted above is inevitable when once 
it is granted that Scripture and philosophy are both reliable sources 
of the same kind of truth: factual, descriptive truth about an objec- 
tive world. Ibn Rushd here raises no question about the truthfulness 
of either source; for in Fasl he has taken Scripture as his starting- 
point, and he has not chosen to defend the truths of philosophy 
philosophically, but deferred that task to Tahdfut at-tahéfut which 
he wrote a few years later. Assuming, then, that the statements of 
both sources are really true, no real contradiction can arise, and 
Ibn Rushd can make this assertion in the above sweeping sentence, 
which is in a sense the central statement of the treatise. 

The real concern of Fasl, then, is something else: it is to show 
that apparent contradictions between Scripture and philosophy can 
be reconciled, i.e. explained away by a method that is legitimate 
according to the Law. To this task Ibn Rushd proceeds straightway. 

After isolating what he takes to be the real problem, apparent 
conflicts between some statements of Scripture and philosophy, 
he describes the method of reconciliation: allegorical interpretation 
(ta’wil) of the apparent meaning (zahir) of Scripture, in such a 
fashion that the inner meaning of Scripture is seen to agree with 
demonstrative truth. The nature of the method of ta’wil as con- 
ceived by Ibn Rushd is of such crucial importance for his position 
that it deserves further examination. I shall draw upon statements 
and implications from various parts of Fas! and Mandhy in order 
to arrive at a clear view of his theory. 

Ibn Rushd defines ta’wil as ‘‘extension of the significance of an 
expression from real to metaphorical significance, without for- 
saking therein the standard metaphorical practices of Arabic, such 
as calling a thing by the name of something resembling it or a 
cause or consequence or accompaniment of it, or other things such 
as are enumerated in accounts of the kinds of metaphorical speech” 
(p. 7). But this definition does not carry us far towards answering 
the most important questions. Linguistic rules can only set limits, 
within which several alternative interpretations of a sentence or 
passage may be possible. How do we determine whether to interpret 
allegorically at all, and if so what precise interpretation to adopt? 
To judge the right level of interpretation, Ibn Rushd accepts 
an elaborate system of rules expounded by Ghazali: according 
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to it there are five possible levels of meaning, and ta’wil of a passage 
or sentence of Scripture to a deeper meaning is only permitted 
if a more literal meaning is proved to be impossible.* Impossibility 
is indicated if the passage is in apparent contradiction with another 
more authoritative passage of the Qur'an; since the Qur’dn does 
not contradict itself, the former passage must be interpreted 
allegorically, at the first level that reconciles it with the latter. 

These rules provide some check upon rash and arbitrary inter- 
pretation. But still something further is needed: a criterion to 
decide what is the precise allegorical interpretation to be selected, 
when several are possible at the same level. How do we know 
what makes the best sense of a passage? Only by a science which 
gives true information about the world: namely philosophy! 
This conclusion is not stated, but it is implied by Ibn Rushd’s 
assertions that the people who have the right to interpret Scripture 
allegorically are the demonstrative scholars, i.e. the philosophers 
(pp. 7, 10). For why are they alone qualified? The answer must be 
that in their knowledge of nature they have a principle for selection 
of the true inner meaning of Scripture: it is that which corresponds 
with the reality known by philosophy.” . 

Thus philosophers are set up as judges of the meaning of Scripture. 
Theologians (the mutakallimin—Mu‘tazilites and Ash‘arites) are 
incompetent because they can only attain dialectical reasoning 
which starts from popularly accepted premisses. They are incapable 
of sound ta’wil because they do not possess the qualifications of 
demonstrative science. Such ideas were dangerous to their author 
in the environment of western Islam; but they are inevitable when 
once philosophy 1s admitted as demonstrative science, giving knowledge of 
reality. This is a key idea which explains most of what Ibn Rushd 
has to say on the relations of philosophy with Scripture. (A striking 
illustration of its importance is furnished by his attempt to give 
Scriptural authority to this concept of philosophy. He invokes for 
this purpose the verse of the Qur’dn (ili, 5) which speaks of 
ar-rasikhin fil-‘ilm, “those who are well grounded in learning’’, 
and argues that what distinguishes them must be their demon- 
strative knowledge (p. 10). But there is no proof given that this is 
the kind of knowledge referred to by the Qur’dn, and if it is, there is 
again no proof that philosophy fulfils the requirements of demon- 
strative knowledge. Thus the interpretation of the passage is itself 
determined by the philosopher’s assumptions that demonstrative 
knowledge is the highest kind and that philosophy is demonstrative. ) 


* Fasl, 15; Manahi, 125. Ghazali, Faysal, in Jawahir, pp. 80-82. 

* I do not find this answer explicitly stated; but, as I have said, it is the only 
possible explanation of why the philosophers are uniquely qualified for ta’wil. 
See below, p. 27, for a criticism of this part of Ibn Rushd’s theory. 
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As a check on the other procedures, Ibn Rushd suggests a further. 
criterion of whether an allegorical interpretation is correct: that 
ifit is it will always be confirmed by the apparent meaning of another 
passage, i.e. by a direct statement elsewhere in Scripture (p. 8). 
But this procedure is only mentioned once, with the air of an after- 
thought; and it is doubtful whether Ibn Rushd could have applied 
it convincingly to a large proportion of cases. 

A number of critical questions will readily occur to modern 
readers about Ibn Rushd’s theory of allegorical interpretation. 
In answering these I hope to provide a better understanding of his 
position. 

(1) Does he set up Aristotle as another Scripture, and thus 
merely substitute one authority for another? The answer to this 
is No, for two reasons. In the first place there is no question of 
substitution: philosophy is only one of the two main bases of inter- 
pretation, as has been shown, and I see no reason to doubt Ibn 
Rushd’s sincerity with regard to the other, linguistic usage. 
Secondly, although his veneration for Aristotle is very great (as 
may be seen both in his commentaries and in his Tah@fut), it is not 
a veneration for authority as such, but only a respect for the Sage 
as a medium of truth about the world. From his own scientific 
observations Ibn Rushd occasionally goes beyond or criticizes 
statements of Aristotle.* 

His general attitude to him is well defined in Chapter 1 of Fasl: if 
we have predecessors who have made great progress in knowledge 
of reality, we should be foolish to ignore what they have given us, 
though we may add a little in each succeeding generation. Here 
again we see his conception of philosophy as a science resting on 
sure foundations, not as speculation which may be overthrown 
entirely by new thoughts. Scripture must agree with philosophy 
only in so far as the latter gives true knowledge of reality. 

(2) Ibn Rushd starts out ostensibly from the shar‘ but then he 
sets up the philosophers as judges of the meaning of the shar‘. Is 
this procedure impious in relation to Islam: disrespectful of 
Scripture or of duly constituted religious authorities? No, it is not; 
for someone must interpret the shar‘, and, within the limits imposed 
by zjma‘ (to be explained in the following section), authority to 
interpret is the privilege of the most competent. In practical matters 
the authority of the fugahd’ was never questioned. But in matters of 
doctrine there were no finally recognized authorities, at least in 
twelfth-century Andalus. The criteria of competence themselves 
depended on the criteria for correct interpretation. To a philo- 
sopher like Ibn Rushd, agreement with philosophic truth was a 


See Alonso, pp. 25-41; M. Allard, ‘‘Le rationalisme d’Averroés’’. 
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necessary criterion: from this it followed inevitably that only 
people with philosophic knowledge were competent to interpret. 
And this view was as permissible as any other. 

(3) When there is a contradiction between the apparent meanings 
of a true Scripture and a true philosophy, why is it always Scripture 
which has to yield and be interpreted allegorically? Is it because 
Ibn Rushd has more confidence in the accuracy of philosophy ? 
No, it is because of a difference in the manner in which the two 
sources express truth. Philosophy in the Aristotelian tradition is 
prosaic and direct, being a kind of science. There is thus absolutely 
no room for finding in it hidden, allegorical meanings. The Qur’ dn 
on the other hand is imaginative and may be made to yield hidden 
treasures; and this is not a fault in Ibn Rushd’s eyes, it is a quality 
in which “the precious Book” excels every other (p. 25). (In 
Western terms we should say that the Qur'an is poetic, with all the 
advantages of poetry implied, but Ibn Rushd could not say this 
on account of the Qur’an’s own rejection of that attribute.) 

(4) If philosophers can arrive at the truth directly, is Scripture 
unnecessary to them? Yes, at the highest level. This is a matter on 
which the Islamic philosophers were necessarily discreet. But Ibn 
Rushd’s general position implies that he would assent, at least 
in part, to one of the conclusions of Ibn Tufayl’s fable: “ .. . Asal 
did not doubt that all the things that had been revealed in his 
Scripture concerning God, Great and Glorious, His angels, His 
books, His prophets, the last day, His paradise and His hell-fire, 
were images (amthila) of these things which Hayy Ibn Yaqzan 
had seen (shdhadahd)”’, by his unaided intellect. But the ordinary 
philosopher, unlike Hayy, grows up amid the distractions and 
temptations of society, and before he attains the goals of philosophy 
he needs Scripture to help him on his way. In his youth he needs 
the moral education which is the indispensable basis for philosophy. 
This is best provided by Scripture,? which works on the adolescent 
imagination and builds up sound habits as prescribed in the 
pedagogical theories of Plato and Aristotle. At a more advanced 
stage of education, philosophic minds are stimulated by the apparent 
contradictions and obscurities in the Qur’dn, and thus led on to 
the inner meanings which contain the truth (pp. 8, 25). 

Moreover, a single passage of Tahdfut at-tahafut3 suggests that 
revelation provides certain truths beyond the range of any intellect 
to know; but the passage is somewhat ambiguous and I believe 


* Hayy Ibn Yaqzan, p. \&%. See also below, pp. 33-34, for Ibn Rushd’s view of 
Scripture as partially fable. 

* TahGfut at-tahafut, ed. M. Bouyges, in Bibliotheca Arabica Scholasticorum, I11 
(Beirut, 1930), pp. 527, 582-84. 

3 pp. 255-56. 
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Ibn Rushd is not being altogether frank in his statement on this 
point.* 

(5) It may be suggested that if agreement with philosophy is 
made one of the criteria for the correct interpretation of Scripture, 
the meaning of Scripture is prejudged. Does the Qur’dn really say 
the same things as Greek philosophy, or has Ibn Rushd arbitrarily 
“cooked” his results, predetermining the Qur’dan’s meaning by a 
requirement that is extrinsic to it? These questions cannot easily 
be answered without a special study of his particular interpretations, 
though it can hardly be denied that some of them are forced— 
e.g. on the resurrection.” It is easy for us to see the weaknesses, 
because we are detached and do not regard Aristotelian science as 
the last word on reality. We can see real gaps between Greek 
philosophy and the Qur'an. But Ibn Rushd was facing the dilemma 
of all religious modernists, who accept as true both a Scripture and 
the science of their day. In this situation the best he could do was 
to face the problem, and find interpretations of his Scripture which 
satisfied the requirements of harmony with philosophy without 
doing too much violence to the linguistic properties of the text. 
In this he has probably done as well as could be expected. 

To conclude this section I shall contrast Ibn Rushd’s method of 
interpretation with that of two other groups in mediaeval Islam, 
the mystics and the Ash‘arites. 

Ghazali in writing of ta’wil says that the extent to which it should 
be practised is obscure and hard to determine, except for “those 
who grasp things by a divine Light not by hearsay. Then when the 
mysteries of things are revealed to them as they really are, they 
inquire into Tradition and the revealed words: and whatever 
agrees with what they have witnessed by the light of certainty, they 
accept, and whatever disagrees they interpret allegorically”.3 Like 
Ibn Rushd, Ghazali sets up an extrinsic standard of interpretation; 
but in place of an objective, demonstrative science he puts personal 
mystical experience. The dangers of arbitrary manipulation of the 
sacred text would seem even greater in such a system. Yet, according 
to H. Corbin’s account,* mystical ta’wil has another characteristic 
which makes it less arbitrary or not so at all: this is that in it the 
symbol is the only possible expression of the symbolized, which is 
a personal experience existing on another level than rational truth. 
It is clear that Ibn Rushd’s conception has nothing to do with this 


= M. Asin Palacios, in Homenaje, p. 281, accepts the statement at its face value. 
L. Gauthier would certainly not have done so, but I have not encountered an 
explanation of this passage by him. 

2 Manahij, 122-23. 

3 Ihya’ ‘ulum ad-din, ‘Iraqi ed. (Cairo, 1938-39), I, p. 180. 

4 Avicenne et le récit visionnaire (Teheran, 1954), U1, pp. 32 ff.; and more briefly 
in his introduction to Nasir-e Khosraw, p. 
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one. It is rational through and through, and the bdtin is a fact 
capable of description in the same sense as the zahir. Thus no doubt 
his zahir is properly described as allegory, following Corbin’s 
definition of allegory as artificial figuration of abstract generaliza- 
tions, which could equally well be represented otherwise.’ He even 
denies that the Sifis attain a genuine union with the divine (the 
basis of experience required for mystical interpretation), since 
knowledge of the theoretical sciences is the only road to union, and 
they do not possess such knowledge.” 

Between Ibn Rushd and the Ash‘arites there is not such an 
absolute difference about the method of interpretation. Both admit 
some allegory in Scripture, and both go beyond linguistic rules in 
determining when and how Scripture should be interpreted 
allegorically: the Ash‘arites on the basis of certain theological 
principles, Ibn Rushd on the basis of the system of Greco-Arabic 
philosophy. Where they differ is in the value they attach to scientific 
and philosophical knowledge. To the Ash‘arites, the consistency of 
Scripture with modern scientific truth was a secondary requirement, 
compared with the correct understanding of Scripture in its Arabic 
context and in the light of their own system of theology. This 
attitude led to their atomic theory of time and matter and their 
denial of natural causality, positions which were castigated as 
absurd by Ben Maym6n and Ibn Rushd. Ben Maymé6n wrote that 
“the earlier theologians, both of the Greek Christians and of the 
Mohammedans, when they laid down their propositions, did not 
investigate the real properties of things; first of all they considered 
what must be the properties of the things which should yield proof 
for or against a certain creed; and when this was found they asserted 
that the thing must be endowed with those properties’.3 With 
Ibn Rushd it was otherwise: he had to accommodate the meaning 
of Scripture to the scientific truth about the world. He takes far 
more seriously than the Ash‘arites the fact that we have direct, 
objective knowledge of the world, not gained through Scripture 
but through science in the broad sense (Aikma), including philosophy. 


I7MA‘ AND THE FREEDOM OF PHILOSOPHY 


In the last section some objections were considered that occur 
readily to modern minds. But these objections are not those which 
Ibn Rushd is directly concerned to answer. He is concerned pri- 


t Ibid., pp. 34 and 66 respectively. 

* Talkhis kitab an-nafs (= Summary of De Anima), ed. A. F. Ahwani (Cairo, 1950), 
Pp. 95; Manahi, 41-42. . 

3 Guide, Part 1, ch. 71: Eng. tr. M. Friedlander, 2nd ed., p. 109; cf. Farabi, 
Thsa@’ al-‘ultim, and ed. U. M. Amin (Cairo, 1948), pp. 110-13; L. Gauthier, 
“Scolastique musulmane et scolastique chrétienne”’, pp. 349-50. 
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marily with one which has a mediaeval ring and is remote from our 
thoughts today. This is that some of the interpretations of Scripture 
given by the philosophers are unorthodox and must be condemned 
as unbelief (kufr). Such a condemnation would carry very serious 
penalities for philosophers: not merely destruction of their books 
and a ban on their teaching, but exclusion from the Muslim 
community and loss of legal protection of person and property. 
It is likely that a legal condemnation of this sort was being talked 
about, and Ibn Rushd sets out to forestall it in legal terms 
(pp. 8-17). 

Orthodoxy in Islam has never been defined by ecclesiastical 
councils, as in Christianity." No such councils have ever been held, 
owing to the absence of an ordained priesthood in Islam. But 
orthodoxy has been defined in terms of acceptance by the Islamic 
community, whose consensus (imda‘) cannot be erroneous; con- 
versely, unorthodox practice or doctrine is that which is contrary 
to zjma*. Even the genuineness and truth of the existing text of the 
Qur’ dn were only confirmed, in the last analysis, by ijmd‘: hence 
it provides the ultimate authority for the entire system of Islamic 
law, as has often been pointed out. 

But the simple conception of 7jma‘ was vague and required further 
precision. It was impossible to consider the opinions of every 
Muslim; in practice, therefore, 7jma‘ meant the consensus of the 
learned (the ‘ulama’). These were more particularly the most 
venerated scholars of Islamic law and theology of the first two 
centuries. On matters of conduct, zjma‘° had determined a large 
part of Islamic law by the death of the fourth great 1mam of the law 
schools, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (d. 855). On matters of doctrine, 
however, there was too much variety among the learned to allow 
ijma to proceed very far, and the situation remained somewhat 
fluid for several centuries more, until the Ash‘arites, the Shi‘ite 
theologians or others were able to establish a practical conformity 
in the several countries where they prevailed. Ibn Rushd in Fas is 
fighting against the imposition of such a conformity in doctrine 
by the Ash‘arites of his time and place, and defending the freedom 
of the small minority of the philosophers. 

The crucial issue is rapidly narrowed down (p. 8). The question 
concerns the right of qualified philosophers to interpret Scripture 
according to their personal judgement. There is already yma‘ on 
two classes of texts in Scripture: those which all agree must be 
taken in their literal meaning, and those which all agree must be 
interpreted allegorically. But there is a third class of texts about 
which there has not been any ijma‘. It is admitted by all scholars 


See L. Gauthier, ‘“‘Scolastique musulmane et scolastique chrétienne’’, 
pp. 340ff. 


30 INTRODUCTION 


that such a third class exists, but its extent is a matter of dispute. 
Thus philosophers are accused of understanding allegorically 
certain texts, which their opponents consider to belong to the first 
class. If this accusation is correct they will be guilty of violating 
tjma‘, and hence of unbelief. 

Ibn Rushd accepts the general authority of ijma‘, and the legal 
consequence that disregarding it is kufr, with one qualification: 
the ijma‘ must be historically established with certainty. But if 
ijma‘ is only presumed and probable, then it is not right to give a 
decision of kufr against one who disregards it. For this position he 
cites the opinion of the leading Ash‘arite theorists themselves, 
Abul-Ma‘ali al-Juwayni and Ghazali (p. 8)’. 

The qualification mentioned above provides the basis of his 
argument on behalf of the philosophers. He first gives a general 
answer: that historical certainty about zmd‘ is never attained in 
relation to matters of doctrine. After listing the conditions that must 
be satisfied to establish such certainty, he argues that one of them 
has not been fulfilled at any period in the past. This is the condition 
that the true opinion of all the scholars must be known; and it has 
never been satisfied because there have always been Muslim scholars 
who have, on principle, concealed their true opinion on matters of 
doctrine except to an inner circle of disciples and associates 
(pp. 9-10). 

Yet Ghazali in his Tahdfut al-faldsifa had condemned Farabi 
and Ibn Sina as ka@firs on account of three of their opinions (see 
below). Ibn Rushd thinks that, in view of Ghazali’s legal position 
in his Faysal at-tafriga, he could not have meant his condemnation 
as a definite legal verdict (dz/-gat‘), but must have meant it in a 
more tertative sense (pp. 9-10). 

After the general answer to the charge of kufr, Ibn Rushd goes 
on to defend the philosophers on the particular counts on which 
they were accused. If the general answer is correct, the particular 
answers should be unnecessary; but Ibn Rushd gives them anyway, 
presumably as a second line of defence. On each of the three ques- 
tions he gives a brief argument, not going into the philosophical 
issues more deeply than is needed to make the legal defence. And 
each argument is of a different kind. 

In answer to the accusation that the philosophers say that God 
does not know particulars, Ibn Rushd denies the fact. What they 
really say is that He does not know particulars in the same way as 
men do (pp. 10-11).7 It should be noted that he refers to the 


* Yet in Mandhtj, 72, he criticizes Ghazali for permitting defiance of ijma‘, 
without mentioning Ghazali’s acceptance of ijmda‘ in principle. Ghazali, Faysal, 
pp. 87-89. 4 

* See Danima for a fuller discussion of the philosophical problem. 
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Peripatetics—Aristotle and his Greek followers; as in Tahéfut 
at-tahafut, Ibn Rushd does not mind what is said about his Arabic 
predecessors so long as the pure Aristotelian doctrine is cleared. 

Concerning the philosophers’ assertion that the world is eternal, 
he argues that (even if accusations of kufr in these matters are pos- 
sible) the difference between the philosophic and Ash‘arite positions 
is in reality too slight to warrant such accusations (pp. 11-13). 
He analyses the positions of the two parties, using an “ordinary 
language”’ method, of the type brought into prominence in our 
day by Wittgenstein, Ryle and their contemporaries in England. 
Thus Ibn Rushd explains that the origin of the world has certain 
characteristics which belong to what we normally call “‘pre- 
eternal”, and others which belong to what we normally call 
“created”. Therefore ‘“‘the disagreement between the Ash‘arite 
theologians and the ancient philosophers is in my view almost 
resolvable into a disagreement about naming”’ (p. 11). 

There is also a supplementary argument, to the effect that the 
apparent meaning of the Qur’dn in its statements on the origin of 
the world coincides with the doctrine of the philosophers: it appar- 
ently affirms a creation of the world, but not ex nihilo: so it is the 
Ash‘arites who interpret the Qur’dn allegorically! And it is impos- 
sible for them to claim that this interpretation is backed by ymd‘, 
since one group of Muslim scholars, the philosophers, do not 
accept it (p. 13). (A significant claim is made here in passing: that 
the Arabic philosophers are a group of Muslim ‘ulama’ whose 
agreement is necessary to establish ymd‘.) 

With regard to the third position of the philosophers, the denial 
of bodily resurrection, Ibn Rushd’s defence is notably more cautious. 
He starts by providing a new basis of defence (pp. 13-16). Instead 
of asking, What beliefs has the Muslim community agreed to 
outlaw ?, he sets up a more absolute criterion for deciding what is 
unbelief: the question now is, What kinds of error in belief will not 
be excused by God? Ibn Rushd expounds his answer rather elabor- 
ately, but its central principle is simple: God will not excuse 
errors in interpretation where He has made Scripture perfectly 
intelligible to people, according to their intellectual levels. (Here 
he brings in the theory of intellectual classes, but I shall postpone 
consideration of it to the next section.) But where there is reasonable 
cause for doubt about the meaning of a text, and where a man is 
qualified to exercise his judgement about it, he will be excused if 
his considered judgement is in error. 

This conclusion is supported in two ways, Scriptural and Aris- 
totelian. Ibn Rushd quotes the familiar Tradition, “If the judge 
after exerting his mind (ijtahada) makes a right decision, he will 
have a double reward; and if he makes a wrong decision he will 
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[still] have a single reward”, and he extends its application from 
decisions in law to decisions in science. The philosophic justification 
for the view lies in an inference from Aristotle’s theory of the rela- 
tions of the will and the intellect: that when once we have arrived 
at a conclusion after an exhaustive intellectual inquiry, we have no 
choice but to accept the conclusion. And having no choice we are 
not blameable if we make a mistake.’ 

The new criterion is now applied to the philosophers’ inter- 
pretations of the Scriptural texts about the next life (pp. 16-17). 
Ibn Rushd admits that it is unbelief to deny the broad dogma that 
there is some kind of future life, because Scripture makes it clear to 
all classes of men. (The philosophic arguments for a future life are 
not called for in Fasl.) But various views can reasonably be held 
about the nature of the next life: that we are resurrected with some 
kind of bodies or in our souls alone.* Error on this matter by quali- 
fied scholars is therefore excusable. (Moreover, since various views 
actually are held, there is no zjmd‘ on it: “‘there is disagreement” — 
p- 16.) 

The upshot of these last pages (pp. 10-17) is that Muslim philo- 
sophers are free to believe that God knows particulars only in a 
special sense, that the world is eternal, and that resurrection is 
of the soul alone. All these doctrines were an essential part of Islamic 
Aristotelianism. 

Before leaving the whole subject, however, Ibn Rushd states 
emphatically that such doctrines and the corresponding inter- 
pretations of Scripture ought to be confined strictly, on pain of 
takfir, to learned circles and not revealed to the public (pp. 17-18). 
He blames Ghazali for publishing such matters in popular works; 
he excuses himself for referring to these matters in Fasl, on the 
ground that they had already received publicity. These two pages 
form a transition to the next chapter, where the question of publicity 
for philosophy becomes the primary subject. 


RESTRICTIONS ON EXPLAINING ALLEGORIES 


In Chapter 2 Ibn Rushd has upheld the philosophers’ right to 
interpret Scripture allegorically, but made it conditional upon 
their competence in demonstrative reasoning, which is essential 
to understanding the inner meaning of Scripture. In Chapter 3 
(pp. 18-26) he strongly emphasizes a corollary of this condition, 
namely that those who are not competent in demonstrative reason- 
ing ought not to be permitted to hear allegorical interpretations. 

The doctrine is worked out within the framework of a theory 


* See L. Gauthier, Théorie, p. 104, for comments on Ibn Rushd’s position. 
* See Mandahij, 122-23 (in the extract translated below after Fas/). 
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of intellectual classes, which is a development of Aristotelian logic.? 
The classification of types of reasoning in Aristotle’s Organon was 
well known to the Muslim philosophers.? The three types that are 
relevant here are: (1) demonstrative reasoning, based on certain 
premisses, (2) dialectical reasoning, based on opinions that are 
generally accepted and seem probable to thoughtful people, and 
(3) rhetorical reasoning, based on opinions that are persuasive 
to ordinary people but will not stand up to criticism. Adopting this 
classification, the Muslims went a step further and listed the corre- 
sponding types of mind, according to their ability to understand 
and willingness to accept the types of reasoning.3 Thus, a demon- 
strative man understands demonstrative reasoning and fully accepts 
no other; a dialectical man cannot understand demonstrative 
science (e.g. metaphysics), but is not satisfied with rhetorical reason- 
ing; while a rhetorical man cannot understand demonstrative 
science and is satisfied with rhetorical reasoning. 

A scheme such as this leads necessarily to certain principles for 
education, including religious instruction: people must be taught 
enough to convince them, but not more than they can understand. 
In Ibn Rushd’s view, the Qur’dn itself provides the perfect model 
for religious instruction. In the first place, it contains many plain 
texts which state their meaning directly and can be understood by 
every level of intellect (pp. 14-15). But besides these it contains 
allegorical texts, using symbols and images of such a kind that 
what they symbolize, their inner meaning (bdtin), can only be 
understood, and even noticed, by the demonstrative class (pp. 19, 
24-25); while the dialectical and rhetorical classes can only under- 
stand them on the surface, in their apparent meaning (zdhir), but 
this is enough to satisfy their needs and ambitions (pp. 14-15, 
24-25). (An elaborate and dry classification of types of text is given 
on pp. 19-20, but we need not go over the details here.) 

At this point we may consider a criticism, which was levelled 
against the view that the Qur’dn contained a hidden bdtin as well 
as a zahir. Since the zahir would be strictly untrue, yet would be 
the most that the people could understand, we should have to 
conclude that God instructed His Prophet to teach the people lies. 
Such a charge may be brought against Ibn Rushd’s theory: indeed, 
in his Commentary on Plato’s Republic (not for popular consumption) 
he explicitly equated the allegories in Scripture with the “noble 
lie’ of Plato’s guardians.‘ But he is in good company; the same could 


™ See L. Gauthier, Théorie, pp. 4off. 

2 For references see notes 24 and 25 to the translation. 

3 For references see note 56 to the translation. 

4 The equation becomes clear from a comparison of I, xii, 6; II, xvi, 6; and 
II, xvi, 8. Cf. also Tafsir ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a, ed. M. Bouyges, 4 vols. (Beirut, 1938-51), 
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be said against all except a few literalists. Ghazali had already 
formulated and answered the objection in Ihya’ ‘uliim ad-din.* 
Perhaps this is why Ibn Rushd does not answer it directly. But it is 
not hard to see that his answer would be of the same kind as 
Ghazali’s: that the revelation of certain truths to everyone is 
harmful,? and Scripture followed the only wise and moral course 
in this matter.3 

To return to the thread of the argument: Scripture provides the 
model which the learned should follow in their teaching. Ghazali 
wrote of the Prophet, and certain saints and scholars, that “they 
are trained in the manners of Scripture (yata’addabina bi-adab 
ash-shar‘) and keep silent on the same points as it’’.4 Ibn Rushd’s 
attitude is the same, and he elaborates it in accordance with his 
philosophic principles. In the first two chapters he has more than 
once laid down the conditions which entitle a man to study philo- 
sophy and learn the demonstrative interpretations of Scripture: 
he must have a keen natural intelligence, a good moral character, 
and sufficient instruction in philosophy by a teacher. He now gives 
the rules for explaining Scripture to the dialectical and rhetorical 
classes. The general principle to be followed is that the inner 
meanings, being interpretations only discoverable and under- 
standable by demonstrative reasoning, must not be revealed to the 
two lower classes more than can be helped. If persons of those classes 
chance to suspect that there is a deeper meaning to a text, they 
must be given an explanation that they can understand and that 
will satisfy them (p. 21). Detailed rules are given for dealing with 
such cases.5 To disclose more than is necessary is repeatedly con- 
demned as unbelief (pp. 16, 17, 21, 22, 23). 

Two explicit reasons are given for this prohibition. One is that 
to teach allegorical interpretations to people who cannot understand 
them breaks down their religion, since it undermines their belief 
in the apparent meaning of Scripture and sets nothing in its place 
(p. 21). In a parable in the Platonic manner, Ibn Rushd compares 
this offence with turning people against sound medicine and des- 
troying their confidence in all medicine (pp. 22-23). Ghazali had 
insisted on this danger in many passages of his writings—though 
he is criticized by Ibn Rushd for not practising what he preached, 
and divulging hidden truths in popular writings (pp. 17, 21). 


t ‘Jraqi ed., I, pp. 173-78. 

* See below, pp. 34-35, on the harm as conceived by Ibn Rushd. 

3 In Faysal, pp. 90-91, Ghazali tries to make out a special case against the 
philosophers; but I find some confusion in his argument and this is not the place 
to analyse it. 

4 Ihya’, 1, p. 173; cf. Ben Maymén, Guide, Part 1, Introduction, and comments 
of L. Strauss, Persecution, pp. 60 ff. 

5 See especially Manahij, 124-27. 
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The second reason for the prohibition is that an interest in 
allegories by people who are unable to understand them properly 
gives rise to dissensions and strife in Islam, through the growth of 
sects each with a particular doctrine. For this development Ibn 
Rushd blames particularly the theologians, both Ash‘arites and 
Mu'tazilites, who have broadcast their allegorical interpretations 
among the masses (pp. 23-24). Still worse, most of these inter- 
pretations are false and have been arrived at by unsound methods 
(pp. 22-23, 24). The theologians are incompetent, because they 
belong to the dialectical class." 

There is a third reason for Ibn Rushd’s prohibition, which is not 
stated but can, I think, be inferred from the total situation in which 
Fasl al-maqal appeared. ‘This is the fact that philosophy was so deeply 
suspected and opposed by the Andalusian public that it could not 
hope to survive if it came out with public teaching about Scripture. 
Thus Chapter 3 may be regarded as Ibn Rushd’s pledge to the 
learned classes to keep philosophy within limited circles. At the 
same time it contains a defensive counter-attack on the Ash‘arites: 
since the philosophers cannot hope to teach their version of religion 
to the public, the next best thing was to prevent their rivals the 
theologians from teaching theirs. 

Ibn Rushd’s theory of religious instruction is no doubt open 
to the moral criticism that it encourages in teachers a lack of 
frankness, a spirit of secretiveness and duplicity.? Weshould be careful 
how we formulate such a criticism. The mere refusal to teach un- 
prepared students is based on common sense educational reasons, 
which are as valid today as they have ever been. On this point 
Ibn Rushd was part of an immensely weighty philosophic tradition; 
from his predecessors Plato, Aristotle, the later Greek thinkers, 
Farabi, Ibn Sina, Ibn Bajja and his contemporary Ibn Tufayl, 
he would learn one thing, not to teach philosophy to people who are 
not prepared for it. From his religious heritage he could pick up 
many hints to the same effect: from the Qur’ dn, the Bible, and above 
all from his great predecessor and antagonist Ghazali, whose 
works abound in warnings against “‘meat for babes’’.3 We must 
make allowances, too, for the hostility to philosophy in his age, 
which made a certain caution in expression prudent for the philo- 
sopher and morally excusable. 

Still, it is harder to excuse the deliberate evasiveness and even 
falsehood which he counsels in explaining Scripture to the un- 


t The identification is made clear from the general argument of Fasi and from 
statements in Manahy, e.g. 56-57. 

2 Or triplicity, since there are three interpretations: e.g. 16, on the verses 
apparently relating God to space. 

3 See n. 142 to the translation for references to philosophic and religious 
antecedents. 
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learned: for example, Qur’ dn, iii, 5, which speaks of “those who are 
well grounded in science’, must be punctuated in one way in 
scientific writings and discussions (p. 10) and differently in public 
(p. 16). Such tactics are not acceptable to modern moral ideas, 
and the best that can be said for them is that here too Ibn Rushd 
had the authority of a long philosophic and religious tradition, 
including Ghazali.' 

He might be criticized further by modern opinion for holding 
an undemocratic view of higher education and wishing to limit 
it to a privileged élite (al-khawdss). Here once more he might 
convincingly plead educational necessity, and a very strong 
aristocratic tradition in philosophy. And we are not on sure ground 
as critics. It can easily be argued that we have gone too far in 
opening higher education of all kinds to the people, with too little 
regard for the necessity of adequate preparation. Ibn Rushd in 
the modern world might well be displeased with many of the pro- 
ducts of our universities, classing them as dialecticians, sophists 
and rhetoricians. 

Towards the end of Fasi Ibn Rushd proposes the remedy for 
the ill caused by the theologians. 


“So whoever wishes to remove this heresy from religion should 
direct his attention to the precious Book, and glean from it 
the indications present [in it] concerning everything in turn 
that it obliges us to believe, and exercise his judgement in 
looking at its apparent meaning as well as he is able, without 
interpreting any of it allegorically, except where the allegorical 
meaning is apparent in itself, i.e. commonly apparent to 
everyone” (p. 25). 


He announces his intention to achieve this object (p. 25). At the 
beginning of Mandhy he refers to Fasl and gives us to understand 
that the work which follows is to carry out the proposed object. 
“In this book I think fit to inquire into the apparent meaning of the 
dogmas’”’, following the intention of the Prophet.? Thus the link 
between the two books is clear. But the announcements lead us to 
expect a work of popular dogmatics, whereas in fact Mandahij 
turns out to be something different, a handbook of instruction for 
teachers of popular religion.3 It discusses various theories and inter- 
pretations, and goes well beyond what Ibn Rushd thought fit for 
the masses to hear. 

I have not considered it essential to publish Mandahij together 
with Fasl. The two books differ in their subjects, in the manner 

* E.g. in Mizan al-‘amal, ed. Kurdi (Cairo, 1910), pp. 212-16. Cf. Ben Maymén, 
Guide, Part I, Introduction, and L. Strauss, Persecution, ch. 3. 

2 Manahij, 27. 

3 Cf. Ghazali’s Kitab al-iqtisad fil-i‘tiq ad. 
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explained: Fasl is a legal inquiry about philosophy, Mandhij is a 
work on dogmatic education. And although the latter illustrates 
many of the ideas of the former, Fas! was written as a self-contained 
work and can stand alone. 


GENERAL QUESTIONS 


Such are the broad outlines of the argument of Fas/. Some large 
questions may now be discussed concerning the treatise as a whole. 

Does it present its author’s true philosophic beliefs? ‘This question 
must arise about all the works of any philosopher who believes in 
esoteric and exoteric writing. Without going into the whole tricky 
problem of criticism concerning such authors, we can. safely 
assume on the basis of Fas/ and other works that Ibn Rushd believed 
strongly in the distinction and its necessity for philosophers, includ- 
ing himself. ‘The first question to ask is therefore, In which category 
does Fasi belong? The answer is given in the last paragraph of 
Chapter 2 (p. 18): “If it were not for the publicity given to the 
matter and to these questions which we have discussed, we should 
not have permitted ourselves to write a single word on the subject; 
and we should not have had to make excuses for doing so to the 
interpretative scholars, because the proper place to discuss these 
questions is in demonstrative books.’ Thus it is clear that Fasl is 
an exoteric work about a normally esoteric subject. 

Some clue to Ibn Rushd’s policy in such a case is given in a 
passage of Tahdfut at-tahafut which, like Fasl, is designed to meet 
a challenge on topics which the author would not normally have 
discussed in a public work.’ After mentioning his normal pro- 
hibition of public teaching on the question of God’s knowledge, he 
brings in the familiar medical analogy of food and poison, which 
are relative to the condition of their consumers. 

“But when the wicked and ignorant transgress and bring 
poison to the man for whom it is really poison, as if it were 
nourishment, then there is need of a physician who through his 
science will exert himself to heal that man, and for this reason 
we have allowed ourselves to discuss this problem in such a 
book as this, and in any other case we should not regard this 
as permissible to us . . . And since it is impossible to avoid the 
discussion of this problem, let us treat it in such a way as is 
possible in this place for those who do not possess the prepara- 
tion and mental training needed before entering upon specu- 
lation about it.’ 


' Tahafut at-tahafut, pp. 358, 588. 
2 p. 358, Eng. tr. S. Van den Bergh, Averroes’ Tahafut al-tahafut (Oxford, 1954), 
I, p. 216. See also his notes, p. 215.2 and p. 216.1 and 2. 
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The passage seems to imply, in the first place, that Ibn Rushd’s 
policy is to treat such subjects to the least extent and as briefly as 
possible. This would be in line with his recommendations in 
Manahij* for speaking about allegorical passages of Scripture to 
unqualified people who suspect a deeper meaning: the philosopher 
should not reveal more than he can help. In the second place, it is 
implied that what is normally poison for the lower classes (demon- 
strative truth) can be used for the cure of their sick minds.” 

When we examine the actual contents of Tahdfut we do not find 
them brief, but this may be due to the amount of ground that has 
to be covered. And, on the whole, his opinions here agree with those 
of his “demonstrative books’, the summaries and commentaries 
on Aristotle. 

Fasl is brief and, as was said above, only deals with philosophic 
questions to the minimum extent necessary to establish the legal 
conclusions of the treatise. In its legal aspect the work has no need 
for reserve, but on explosive philosophic issues, such as the future 
life, it says as little as possible. I have not found in it any expression 
of views which actually contradict Ibn Rushd’s “demonstrative” 
views. 

Finally, given the problem as it presented itself, the answer is 
probably the only one possible. Ibn Rushd has fulfilled the require- 
ments of a solution as well as he could within the limits set by his 
own convictions, and not abandoned those convictions. It must 
be concluded, then, that in Fas! Ibn Rushd is presenting his true 
beliefs on philosophic matters, but exercising caution in discussing 
them. 

Is he presenting his true beliefs on religion? The work shows 
him as a believing Muslim, but was he really such? This is a ques- 
tion which can hardly be answered on the basis of Fas/ alone. 
Here his starting-point is the shar‘, so that by its very nature Fasl 
accepts the shar‘.3 The impression made by the work is in my opinion 
one of sincerity. I think Ibn Rushd regarded himself as a Muslim, 
and really felt “the utmost sorrow and pain” at the misunder- 
standings that had arisen between the two “‘milk-sisters’”’, religion 
and philosophy (pp. 25-26). 

This impression is confirmed by a report about Ibn Rushd at 
the time of his trial and condemnation in 591 (1194/5). One of his 
biographers, Ansari, records the philosopher’s feelings at that time 
in the following sentence: ‘‘ “The worst thing that happened to me 

T 125-26. 

? It is not implied by Ibn Rushd’s statements that falsehood would be a cure 
for them. If we wish to press the implications we may infer that falsehood is their 
normal food; but on this view see above, pp. 33-34. For the medical simile cf. 


Ghazali, Zhya’, 1, pp. 167-68. 
3 See above, pp. 25-26, for the answer to a problem that arises at this point. 
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in my afflictions was when I and my son ‘Abdallah entered a 
mosque in Cordoba at the time of the evening prayer, and some of 
the lowest of the common people made a commotion against us 
and ejected us from it.’ ”’’ On matters of sincerity and motivation 
it is hard to satisfy the sceptic. But perhaps the crucial test is 
whether in his philosophic works Ibn Rushd has diverged from his 
master Aristotle in ways which can only be explained by his Islamic 
convictions ; for in those works he would have no motive of prudence 
or persuasion to make concessions to Islam. This question has been 
acutely posed by Allard in relation to Ibn Rushd’s views on the 
creation of the world.? Allard concludes that there are real diver- 
gences between Aristotle and Ibn Rushd in this question, and that 
they can only be explained by the supposition that as a Muslim 
he could not ignore the Quranic ideas of creation.3 

What is the originality of Fas/? As I said before, I believe it is 
the only book in medieval Islam which attempts a direct answer 
to its particular problem, the harmony of Sunnite Islam with 
Greco-Arabic philosophy. Many of the ideas used by Ibn Rushd 
in the solution are drawn from his predecessors, particularly 
Aristotle, Farabi and Ghazali; the notes to the translation will 
show his debts in detail. But Ibn Rushd is a master of intellectual 
alchemy, that typically Islamic art of blending ideas from different 
sources into a harmonious whole; and there is no doubt that in 
Fas! the whole is something new and original. 

What permanent value does Fasl possess? Such a question may 
be understood in various ways and receive various answers. I can 
only offer a few opinions, in the hope that they will stimulate 
reflection in the minds of scholars. 

It is tempting to say that Chapter 1 is a classic, Chapter 2 an 
Islamic classic, and Chapter 3 only a mediaeval Islamic classic. 
Such a judgement suggests the breadth of interest of each part, 
but it is too simple, ignoring the organic relations of the parts. 
Chapter 1 sets the problem in terms of Islamic religion and 
mediaeval philosophy. And it hardly begins to face the difficulties 
of an answer: this is done in Chapter 2. Perhaps these two chapters 
together may be considered a permanent classic of Islamic thought, 
while Chapter 3 is a product of a vanished mediaeval world. 
There is some truth in this; but we must not forget the mediaeval 
assumptions of the first two chapters about religion and philosophy, 


t In E. Renan, Averroés, p. 439. 
2 “Te rationalisme d’Averroes d’aprés une étude sur la création”’: see especially 
. 20-27. 

PS bil. op. 53-55- Allard’s study is mainly but not entirely based on Tahdfut at- 
tahafut, which is not completely ‘‘demonstrative” as explained above. Still, on 
creation I believe its doctrine does not differ from anything held in the summaries 
and commentaries. 
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or the modern interest of the last in connection with religious 
education. 

The fact is that we must consider any work first of all in terms 
of its time and environment, but that does not prevent it having 
a permanent value. If a work answers its own problem in a way 
that is unique yet inevitable, then it is a classic, of enduring interest 
not only to historians of thought but to all who concern themselves 
with similar problems in the setting of their own times. This is 
what Fasl does, so that in spite of some archaic features it speaks 
to us directly in a language we can understand and appreciate. 

The work in Arabic is elegant in a manner that no translation 
can reproduce. But it also contains a quality of spirit which appears 
in any language: a passionate intelligence which knows its goal and 
concentrates upon it. Here we meet an intensity of debate which 
almost summons up the missing opponents in Seville and Cérdoba, 


with giant Abi Hamid standing behind. 


THe FATE oF THE WorK 


No immediate reaction to Fas/ is recorded. Ibn Rushd continued 
to enjoy high posts under Abu Ya‘qub and his successor Abu Yusuf 
(580-95 = 1184-1198/9), until the persecution of the philosophers 
and ban on philosophy carried out by the latter in 593 (1196/7).7 
Leaving aside the trivial causes suggested by some authors for the 
disgrace of Ibn Rushd, we are presented with enough evidence that 
the real cause was his philosophic activities. His condemnation 
was part of a general suppression of philosophy by the prince. 
Did Fasl contribute anything to the annoyance of the conservative 
forces which brought about his exile? There is good reason to 
believe that it did. Ansari mentions among the offences of Ibn 
Rushd that “he sought to reconcile religion and philosophy (al-jam‘ 
bayn ash-shari‘a wal-falsafa)”’,2 a phrase which recalls the title and 
subject of Fasl. Elsewhere he says of the philosophers: ‘‘For they 
agree with the people in outward appearances (fi zdhirihim), in 
their dress and speech, but disagree with them in their inner ways 
(bi-batinthim) and their error and calumny.”3 In a late work, the 
Great Commentary (Tafsir) on Aristotle's Metaphysics, written around 
586 (1190),4 we find Ibn Rushd still attacking the Ash‘arites in the 
same way as in Fasl and Mandahij.5 

After the philosopher’s death, Fasl made no great stir, but 
continued to be read by a few Andalusian scholars in the thirteenth 

* This date is given by Ibn Khaldiin, Histoire des Berbéres, 11, p. 214. 

? In E. Renan, Averroés, p. 444. 

3 Ibid., p. 441. 


4 Date conjectured by Alonso, pp. 96-97. 
5 Tafsir ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a, pp. 43, 44-47, 1135-36. 
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and fourteenth centuries. The two Arabic manuscripts which 
survive were made in Andalus and are dated 633 (1234/5) and 
724 (1323/4)." A Hebrew translation was made in the late thirteenth 
or early fourteenth century, and four manuscripts of it have sur- 
vived in libraries of Western Europe.” Fasl was apparently not 
translated into Latin, for it does not appear in the Latin corpus 
of Averroes. Whether it had any indirect influence on the ideas of 
the Latin Averroists is a question beyond my competence to 
answer. The appendix, ‘“Damima’’, on God’s knowledge of par- 
ticulars, was put into Latin by Raymund Martin in the thirteenth 
century, and his translation has been edited and published again 
in our time.3 

In the Muslim world at large Fas/ fell out of circulation. Ibn 
Khaldiin in the late fourteenth century made ho reference to it 
in his critical account of the faldsifa,4 though he was generally 
acquainted with Ibn Rushd’s works and wrote summaries of 
(lakhkhasa) many of them.’ Nor did any other scholar refer to it, and 
only the title remained on record in lists of Ibn Rushd’s works.® 
Manahy on the other hand was more widely known, having sur- 
vived in one inanuscript in Spain, two in Istanbul and two in Cairo; 
and it was criticized by the Hanbalite theologian Ibn Taymiya 
(2726 = 1327/8)./ 

Fasl remained unknown in East and West until the middle of 
the nineteenth century; when Munk and Renan made their 
studies of Ibn Rushd they were not aware of it. It was brought to 
light once more by M. J. Miller, who edited the Arabic text in 
1859 from a single manuscript at the Escurial Library.? Since then 
other editions have been published by an anonymous scholar in 
Cairo, by L. Gauthier in Algiers, and by myself.7° 


t For details see Hourani, Introduction, pp. 7-9. 

2 For details see N. Golb, ‘“The Hebrew translation of Averroes’ Fasl al-maqal’’, 
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 25 (1956), pp. 91-113, and 
26 (1957), pp. 41-64. 

3 By M. Asin Palacios in Homenaje; reproduced by Alonso, pp. 357-65. 

4 Prolégoménes, III, pp. 209-20. Ibn Khaldin does follow Ibn Rushd’s scheme of 
intellectual classes; see M. Mahdi, fbn Khaldin’s philosophy of history (London, 
1957), Ppp. 92-97. He could have obtained this from Manahij. On the other hand 
he may have read Fas/ but preferred not to mention it. 

5 Maqaari, afh at-tib (Cairo, 1949), VIII, p. 286. 

6 See Hourani, note A. 

7 K. al-jam* bayn al-‘aql wan-naql, extracts in Falsafat Ibn Rushd (Cairo, no date, 
RahmAaniya Press), pp. 128-40. 

8 S. Munk, Meélanges de philosophie juive et arabe (Paris, 1859); E. Renan, Averroés 
et l’ Averrotsme, 1st ed. (Paris, 1852). 

9 Philosophie und Theologie von Averroes (Munich, 1859), based on MS. 632 in 
H. Derenbourg, Les manuscrits arabes de l’ Escurial (Paris, 1884), I, p. 437. 

10 Main editions: Falsafat Ibn Rushd (Cairo, no date, Rahmaniya Press), which 
follows Miiller closely; L. Gauthier, Ibn Rochd (Averroés): Tratté décisif (Algiers, 
1942 and 1948). G. F. Hourani, Ibn Rushd (Averroes) ; Kitab fasi al-magal (Leiden, 
1959). For further details see Hourani. 
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Translations into modern languages have appeared in the follow- 
ing works: 

German: M. J. Miiller, Philosophie und Theologie von Averroes 
(Munich, 1875). 

French: L. Gauthier, three versions: 

ist, ‘Accord de la religion et de la philosophie, traduit et 
annoté”’, in Recueil de mémoires et de textes, publiés en Phonneur du 
XIVéme Congrés des Orientalistes (Algiers, 1905). 

and, Ibn Rochd (Averroés): Traité décisif (Fagl el-magdél) sur Vaccord 
de la religion et de la philosophie (Algiers, 1942), opposite the text. 

grd, entitled as the second (Algiers, 1948), with minor corrections. 

English: M: Jamil ur-Rehman, The philosophy and theology of 
Averroes (Baroda, 1921), inaccurate. 

Spanish: M. Alonso, Teologta de Averroes (Madrid-Granada, 1947). 

Turkish: Nevzad Ayasbeyoglu, Ibn Riisd’un felsefesi (Ankara, 
1955): 

All the editions and translations contain Damima, and all except 
those of Gauthier contain Manahy as well. 

These works, together with the many references to Fasl in books 
and articles discussing Ibn Rushd’s attitude to religion and philo- 
sophy,* testify to the interest shown by orientalists in thé treatise. 
But it cannot be said that much interest in it has yet been felt by the 
wider public that concerns itself with the problems and history of 
religion and philosophy. 


THe PRESENT TRANSLATION 


The minimum justification for this new translation of Fasl 
al-maqal is twofold. Firstly, it is based on a new text, which I have 
been able to provide in my Arabic edition (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959) 
principally owing to the use of a second manuscript, known but 
unused in previous editions. This is MS. 5013 of the Biblioteca 
Nacional of Madrid. It is older than the Escurial manuscript, 
being dated 633 (1234/5), i.e. between 55 and 60 years after Fasl 
was written. From a study of it many new readings have emerged, 
as a result of which the treatise appears more meaningful and clearer 
than before. I have also profited from the mediaeval Hebrew 
translation, with the generous assistance of its editor, Dr. Norman 
Golb.? Secondly, up to the present there has not been a satisfactory 
translation in English. In addition to these reasons, I hope that the 
introduction, translation, summaries and notes will contribute at 
numerous points to the understanding of the work. 


™ See above, p. 18, n. 6, for a list of the most important discussions. 
_ * See Hourani, Introduction, for more details. Hebrew edition by N. Golb 
in Proc. Amer. Acad. for Jewish Research, 25 (1956) and 26 (1957). 
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The principles of my translation have been those of most others: 
to. reproduce the author’s meaning as exactly as possible and in 
good English. Where these two requirements conflict I have 
generally given priority to the former. But translation is always a 
compromise and one person’s judgement will not always agree with 
another’s. As far as I have been able I have used a constant trans- 
lation for every technical or semi-technical word, to assist the 
reader to follow the philosopher’s reasoning in single passages 
and to compare what he says on the same subject in different 
passages. Some of these renderings are justified in the notes, on the 
first occasion of their use. In the few cases where uniformity has 
proved impossible, I have translated with one of two words 
according to the context, and explained my practice in the notes. 
The paragraphs into which the translation is divided follow those 
of my Arabic edition, except in a few places where the translation 
contains an improved division. 


Io 


™ 


THE DECISIVE TREATISE, DETERMINING THE 
NATURE OF THE CONNECTION BETWEEN 
RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY* 


[What is the attitude of the Law to philosophy ?] 


Thus spoke the lawyer, imam, judge, and unique scholar, Abul 
Walid Muhammad Ibn Ahmad Ibn Rushd: 

Praise be to God with all due praise, and a prayer for Muhammad 
His chosen servant and apostle. The purpose of this treatise? is 
to examine, from the standpoint of the study of the Law,3 whether 
the study of philosophy and logict is allowed by the Law,° or 
prohibited, or commanded—either by way of recommendation 
or as obligatory.® 


[CHAPTER ONE] 


[THE LAW MAKES PHILOSOPHIC STUDIES 
OBLIGATORY] 


[If teleological study of the world is philosophy, and if the 
Law commands such a study, then the Law commands 
philosophy. ]7 


We say: If the activity of ‘philosophy’ is nothing more than 
study of existing beings® and reflection on them as indications? of 
the Artisan,’ i.e. inasmuch as they are products of art (for beings 
only indicate the Artisan through our knowledge of the art in 
them, and the more perfect this knowledge is, the more perfect 
the knowledge of the Artisan becomes),"’ and if the Law has 
encouraged and urged reflection on beings, then it is clear that 
what this name signifies is either obligatory or recommended by 
the Law. 


[The Law commands such a study. |'? 


That the Law summons to reflection on beings, and the pursuit 
of knowledge about them, by the intellect is clear from several. 


Tue DectstvE TREATISE 45 


verses of the Book of God, Blessed and Exalted, such as the saying 
of the Exalted, ‘Reflect, you have vision:’'3 this is textual authority 
for the obligation’! to use intellectual reasoning, or a combination 
of intellectual and legal reasoning.'5 Another example is His saying, 
‘Have they not studied the kingdom of the heavens and the earth, 
and whatever things God has created ?’:’® this is a text urging the 
study of the totality of beings. Again, God the Exalted has taught 
that one of those whom He singularly honoured by this knowledge 
was Abraham, peace on him, for the Exalted said, ‘So we made 
Abraham see the kingdom of the heavens and the earth, that he 
might be’ [and so on to the end of the verse].*?7 The Exalted also 
said, ‘Do they not observe the camels, how they have been created, 
and the sky, how it has been raised up?’,!® and He said, ‘and they 
give thought to the creation of the heavens and the earth’,?? and 
so on in countless other verses.?° 


[This study must be conducted in the best manner, by 
demonstrative reasoning. |?" 


Since it has now been established that the Law has rendered 
obligatory the study of beings by the intellect, and reflection on 
them, and since reflection is nothing more than inference and 
drawing out of the unknown from the known, and since this is 
reasoning”? or at any rate done by reasoning, therefore we are under 
an obligation to carry on our study of beings by intellectual reason- 
ing. It is further evident that this manner of study, to which the 
Law summons and urges, is the most perfect kind of study using 
the most perfect kind of reasoning;%3 and this is the kind called 
‘demonstration’.*4 


[To master this instrument the religious thinker must make 
a preliminary study of logic, just as the lawyer must study 
legal reasoning. This is no more heretical in the one case than 
in the other. And logic must be learned from the ancient 
masters, regardless of the fact that they were not Muslims.] 


The Law, then, has urged us to have demonstrative knowledge 
of God the Exalted and all the beings of His creation. But it is 
preferable and even necessary for anyone, who wants to understand 
God the Exalted and the other beings demonstratively, to have 
first understood the kinds of demonstration and their conditions 
fof validity], and in what respects demonstrative reasoning differs 
from dialectical, rhetorical and fallacious reasoning.*5 But this is 
not possible unless he has previously learned what reasoning as 
such is, and how many kinds it has, and which of them are valid 
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and which invalid.? This in turn is not possible unless he has 
previously learned the parts of reasoning, of which it is composed, 
i.e. the premisses and their kinds.?7 Therefore he who believes in 
the Law, and obeys its command to study beings, ought prior to his 
study to gain a knowledge of these things, which have the same 
place in theoretical studies as instruments have in practical acti- 
vities.?8 

For just as the lawyer infers from the Divine command to him 
to acquire knowledge of the legal categories?? that he is under 
obligation to know the various kinds of legal syllogisms,3° and which 
are valid and which invalid,3" in the same way he who would 
know [God]3? ought to infer from the command to study beings 
that he is under obligation to acquire a knowledge of intellectual 
reasoning and its kinds. Indeed it is more fitting for him to do so, 
for if the lawyer infers from the saying of the Exalted, ‘Reflect, 
you who have vision’, the obligation to acquire a knowledge of 
legal reasoning, how much more fitting and proper that he who 
would know God should infer from it the obligation to acquire a 
knowledge of intellectual reasoning! 

It cannot be objected: “This kind of study of intellectual reasoning 
is a heretical innovation since it did not exist among, the first 
believers.’ For the study of legal reasoning and its kinds is also 
something which has been discovered since the first believers, yet 
it is not considered to be a heretical innovation. So the objector 
should believe the same about the study of intellectual reasoning.33 
(For this there is a reason, which it is not the place to mention 
here.) But most (masters) of this religion support intellectual 
reasoning, except a small group of gross literalists, who can be 
refuted by [sacred] texts.34 

Since it has now been established that there is an obligation of 
the Law to study intellectual reasoning and its kinds, just as there 
is an obligation to study legal reasoning, it is clear that, if none of 
our predecessors had formerly examined intellectual reasoning and 
its kinds, we should be obliged to undertake such an examination 
from the beginning, and that each succeeding scholar would have 
to seek help in that task from his predecessor in order that know- 
ledge of the subject might be completed.35 For it is difficult or 
impossible for one man to find out by himself and from the begin- 
ning all that he needs of that subject, as it is difficult for one man 
to discover all the knowledge that he needs of the kinds of legal 
reasoning; indeed this is even truer of knowledge of intellectual 
reasoning.3 

But if someone other than ourselves has already examined that 
subject, it is clear that we ought to seek help towards our goal from 
what has been said by such a predecessor on the subject, regardless 
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of whether ‘this other one shares our religion or not.37 For when a 
valid sacrifice3® is performed with a certain instrument, no account 
is taken, in judging the validity of the sacrifice, of whether the 
instrument belongs to one who shares our religion or to one who 
does not, so long as it fulfils the conditions for validity. By ‘those 
who do not share our religion’ I refer to those ancients who studied 
these matters before Islam. So if such is the case, and everything 
that is required in the study of the subject of intellectual syllogisms 
has already been examined in the most perfect manner by the 
ancients, presumably we ought to lay hands on their books in order 
to study what they said about that subject; and if it is all correct 
we should accept it from them, while if there is anything incorrect 
in it, we should draw attention to that.39 


[After logic we must proceed to philosophy proper. Here 
too we have to learn from our predecessors, just as in mathe- 
matics and law. ‘Thus it is wrong to forbid the study of ancient 
philosophy. Harm from it is accidental, like harm from taking 
medicine, drinking water, or studying law. ] 


When we have finished with this sort of study and acquired the 
instruments by whose aid we are able to reflect on beings and the 
indications of art in them (for he who does not understand the art 
does not understand the product of art, and he who does not under- 
stand the product of art does not understand the Artisan), then we 
ought to begin the examination of beings in the order and manner 
we have learned from the art of demonstrative syllogisms.? 

And again it is clear that in the study of beings this aim can be 
fulfilled by us perfectly only through successive examinations of 
them by one man after another,‘’ the later ones seeking the help 
of the earlier in that task, on the model of what has happened in 
the mathematical sciences. For if we suppose that the art of geometry 
did not exist in this age of ours, and likewise the art of astronomy, 
and a single person wanted to ascertain by himself the sizes of the 
heavenly bodies, their shapes, and their distances from each other, 
that would not be possible for him—e.g. to know the proportion 
of the sun to the earth or other facts about the sizes of the stars— 
even though he were the most intelligent of men by nature, unless 
by a revelation or something resembling revelation.** Indeed if he 
were told that the sun is about 150 or 160 times*3 as great as the 
earth, he would think this statement madness on the part of the 
speaker, although this is a fact which has been demonstrated in 
astronomy so surely that no one who has mastered that science 
doubts it. 

But what calls even more strongly for comparison with the art 
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of mathematics in this respect is the art of the principles of law; 
and the study of law itself was completed only over a long period 
of time. And if someone today wanted to find out by himself all 
the arguments which have been discovered by the theorists of the 
legal schools on controversial questions, about which debate has 
taken place between them in most countries of Islam (except the 
West),44 he would deserve to be ridiculed, because such a task is 
impossible for him, apart from the fact that the work has been 
done already. Moreover, this is a situation that is self-evident not 
in the scientific arts alone but also in the practical arts; for there 
is not one of them which a single man can construct by himself. 
Then how can he do it with the art of arts, philosophy ? If this is so, 
then whenever we find in the works of our predecessors of former 
nations a theory about beings and a reflection on them conforming 
to what the conditions of demonstration require, we ought to study 
what they said about the matter and what they affirmed in their 
books. And we should accept from them gladly and gratefully 
whatever in these books accords with the truth, and draw attention 
to and warn against what does not accord with the truth, at the 
same time excusing them.‘5 : 

From this it is evident that the study of the books of the ancients 
is obligatory by Law, since their aim and purpose in their books 
is Just the purpose to which the Law has urged us, and that whoever 
forbids the study of them to anyone who is fit to study them, Le. 
anyone who unites two qualities, (1) natural intelligence and 
(2) religious integrity and moral virtue,‘° is blocking people from 
the door by which the Law summons them to knowledge of God, 
the door of theoretical study which leads to the truest knowledge 
of Him; and such an act is the extreme of ignorance and estrange- 
ment from God the Exalted.47 

And if someone errs or stumbles in the study of these books 
owing to a deficiency in his natural capacity, or bad organization 
of his study of them, or being dominated by his passions, or not 
finding a teacher to guide him to an understanding of their contents, 
or a combination of all or more than one of these causes,*® it does 
not follow that one should forbid them to anyone who is qualified 
to study them. For this manner of harm which arises owing to them 
is something that is attached to them by accident, not by essence; 
and when a thing is beneficial by its nature and essence, it ought 
not to be shunned because of something harmful contained in it 
by accident.49 This was the thought of the Prophet, peace on him, 
on the occasion when he ordered a man to give his brother honey 
to drink for his diarrhoea, and the diarrhoea increased after he had 
given him the honey: when the man complained to him about it, 
he said, ‘God spoke the truth; it was your brother’s stomach that 
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tied.’5° We can even say that a man who prevents a qualified person 
from studying books of philosophy, because some of the most 
vicious people may be thought to have gone astray through their 
study of them,5” is like a man who prevents a thirsty person from 
drinking cool, fresh water until he dies of thirst, because some people 
have choked to death on it. For death from water by choking is an 
accidental matter, but death by thirst is essential and necessary. 

Moreover, this accidental effect of this art is a thing which may 
also occur accidentally from the other arts. To how many lawyers 
has law been a cause of lack of piety and immersion in this world! 
Indeed we find most lawyers in this state, although their art by its 
essence calls for nothing but practical virtue. Thus it is not strange 
if the same thing that occurs accidentally in the art which calls for 
practical virtue should occur accidentally in the art which calls for 
intellectual virtue.5? 


[For every Muslim the Law has provided a way to truth 
suitable to his nature, through demonstrative, dialectical or 
rhetorical methods. ]53 


Since all this is now established, and since we, the Muslim 
community, hold that this divine religion of ours is true,5+ and that 
it is this religion which incites and summons us to the happiness 
that consists in the knowledge of God, Mighty and Majestic, and 
of His creation, that [end]55 is appointed for every Muslim by the 
method of assent which his temperament and nature require. For 
the natures of men are on different levels with respect to [their 
paths to] assent. One of them comes to assent through demon- 
stration; another comes to assent through dialectical arguments, 
just as firmly as the demonstrative man through demonstration, 
since his nature does not contain any greater capacity; while 
another comes to assent through rhetorical arguments, again just 
as firmly as the demonstrative man through demonstrative argu- 
ments. 5° 

Thus since this divine religion of ours has summoned people by 
these three methods, assent to it has extended to everyone, except 
him who stubbornly denies it with his tongue or him for whom 
no method of summons to God the Exalted has been appointed in 
religion owing to his own neglect of such matters.5’ It was for this 
purpose that the Prophet, peace on him, was sent with a special 
mission to ‘the white man‘® and the black man’ alike; I mean 
because his religion embraces all the methods of summons to God 
the Exalted. This is clearly expressed in the saying of God the 
Exalted, ‘Summon to the way of your Lord by wisdom and by good 
preaching, and debate with them in the most effective manner’.5? 
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[CHAPTER Two] 


[PHILOSOPHY CONTAINS NOTHING OPPOSED 
TO ISLAM] 


[Demonstrative truth and scriptural truth cannot conflict.]®° 


Now since this religion is true and summons to the study which 
leads to knowledge of the Truth, we the Muslim community know 
definitely that demonstrative study doe’ not lead to [conclusions] 
conflicting with what Scripture has given us; for truth does not 
oppose truth but accords with it and bears witness to it. 


[If the apparent meaning of Scripture conflicts with demon- 
strative conclusions it must be interpreted allegorically, 
i.e. metaphorically. ] 


This being so, whenever demonstrative study leads to any manner 
of knowledge about any being, that being is inevitably either un- 
mentioned or mentioned in Scripture. If it is unmentioned there is 
no contradiction, and it is in the same case as an act whose category 
is unmentioned, so that the lawyer has to infer it by reasoning from 
Scripture. If Scripture speaks about it, the apparent meaning 
of the words inevitably either accords or conflicts with the conclu- 
sions of demonstration about it. If this [apparent meaning] accords 
there is no argument. If it conflicts there is a call for allegorical 
interpretation of it. The meaning of ‘allegorical interpretation’ is: 
extension of the significance of an expression from real to meta- 
phorical significance, without forsaking therein the standard 
metaphorical practices of Arabic, such as calling a thing by the name 
of something resembling it or a cause or consequence or accom- 
paniment of it, or other things such as are enumerated in accounts 
of the kinds of metaphorical speech. 


[If the lawyer can do this, the religious thinker certainly 
can. Indeed these allegorical interpretations always receive 


confirmation from the apparent meaning of other passages of 
Scripture. | 


THe DectstvE TREATISE 5I 


Now if the lawyer does this in many decisions of religious law, 
with how much more right is it done by the possessor of demon- 
strative knowledge!®3 For the lawyer has at his disposition only 
reasoning based on opinion,®+ while he who would know [God] 
<has at his disposition) reasoning based on certainty. So we affirm 
definitely that whenever the conclusion of a demonstration is in 
conflict with the apparent meaning of Scripture, that apparent 
meaning admits of allegorical interpretation according to the rules 
for such interpretation in Arabic. This proposition is questioned 
by no Muslim and doubted by no believer.°5 But its certainty is 
immensely increased for those who have had close dealings with 
this idea and put it to the test, and made it their aim to reconcile 
the assertions of intellect and tradition.©© Indeed we may say that 
whenever a statement in Scripture conflicts in its apparent meaning 
with a conclusion of demonstration, if Scripture is considered care- 
fully, and the rest of its contents searched page by page, there will 
invariably be found among the expressions of Scripture something 
which in its apparent meaning bears witness to that allegorical 
interpretation®” or comes close to bearing witness. 


[All Muslims accept the principle of allegorical inter- 
pretation; they only disagree about the extent of its application. | 


In the light of this idea the Muslims are unanimous® in holding 
that it is not obligatory either to take all the expressions of Scripture 
in their apparent meaning or to extend them all from their apparent 
meaning by allegorical interpretation. They disagree [only] over 
which of them should and which should not be so interpreted: 
the Ash‘arites for instance give an allegorical interpretation®? to 
the verse about God’s directing Himself7° and the Tradition about 
His descent,7* while the Hanbalites take them in their apparent 
meaning./* 


[The double meaning has been given to suit people’s 
diverse intelligence. The apparent contradictions are meant 
to stimulate the learned to deeper study.] 


The reason why we have received a Scripture with both an 
apparent and an inner meaning lies in the diversity of people’s 
natural capacities and the difference of their innate dispositions 
with regard to assent. The reason why we have received in Scripture 
texts whose apparent meanings contradict each other is in order 
to draw the attention of those who are well grounded in science to 
the interpretation which reconciles them.73 This is the idea referred 
to in the words received from the Exalted, ‘He it is who has sent 
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down to you the Book, containing certain verses clear and definite’ 
[and so on] down to-the words ‘those who are well grounded in 
science’.74 


[In interpreting texts allegorically we must never violate 
Islamic consensus, when it is certain. But to establish it with 
certainty with regard to theoretical texts is impossible, because 
there have always been scholars who would not divulge their 
interpretation of such texts. ] 


It may be objected: “There are some things in Scripture which 
the Muslims have unanimously agreed to take in their apparent 
meaning, others [which they have agreed] to interpret allegorically, 
and others about which they have disagreed;75 is it permissible, 
then, that demonstration should lead to interpreting allegorically 
what they have agreed to take in its apparent meaning, or to 
taking in its apparent meaning what they have agreed to interpret 
allegorically ?? We reply: If unanimous agreement is established by 
a method which is certain, such [a result] is not sound; but if [the 
existence of] agreement on those things is a matter of opinion, 
then it may be sound. This is why Aba. Hamid,?° Abul-Ma‘ali,77 
and other leaders of thought said that no one should be definitely 
called an unbeliever for violating unanimity on a point of inter- 
pretation in matters like these.7® 

That unanimity on theoretical matters is never determined with 
certainty, as it can be on practical matters, may be shown to you 
by the fact that it is not possible for unanimity to be determined 
on any question at any period unless that period is strictly limited 
by us,. and all the scholars existing in that period are known to us 
(i.e. known as individuals and in their total number), and the 
doctrine of each of them on the question has been handed down 
to us on unassailable authority,7? and, in addition to all this, unless 
we are sure that the scholars existing at the time were in agreement 
that there is not both an apparent and an inner meaning in 
Scripture, that knowledge of any question ought not to be kept 
secret from anyone, and that there is only one way for people to 
understand Scripture. But it is recorded in Tradition that many 
of the first believers used to hold that Scripture has both an apparent 
and an inner meaning, and that the inner meaning ought not to 
be learned by anyone who is not a man of learning in this field 
and who is incapable of understanding it. Thus, for example, 
Bukhari reports a saying of ‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib, may God be pleased 
with him, ‘Speak to people about what they know. Do you want 
God and His Prophet to be accused of lying ?’®° Other examples 
of the same kind are reported about a group of early believers.8* So 
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how can it possibly be conceived that a unanimous agreement 
can have been handed down to us about a single theoretical 
question, when we know definitely that not a single period has been 
without scholars who held that there are things in Scripture whose 
true meaning should not be learned by all people? 

The situation is different in practical matters: everyone holds 
that the truth about these should be disclosed to all people alike, 
and to establish the occurrence of unanimity about them we con- 
sider it sufficient that the question [at issue] should have been widely 
discussed and that no report of controversy about it should have 
been handed down to us.*? This is enough to establish the occurrence 
of unanimity on matters of practice, but on matters of doctrine 
the case is different. 


[Ghazali’s charge of unbelief against Farabi and Ibn Sina, 
for asserting the world’s eternity and God’s ignorance of 
particulars and denying bodily resurrection, is only tentative, 
not definite. | 


You may object: ‘If we ought not to call a man an unbeliever 
for violating unanimity in cases of allegorical interpretation, 
because no unanimity is conceivable in such cases, what do you 
say about the Muslim philosophers, like Abi Nasr®3 and Ibn Sina 284 
For Abt. Hamid called them both definitely unbelievers in the book 
of his known as The disintegration,®5 on three counts: their assertions 
of the pre-eternity of the world and that God the Exalted does not 
know particulars’ (may He be Exalted far above that [ignorance]!), 
‘and their allegorical interpretation of the passages concerning 
the resurrection of bodies and states of existence in the next life.’ 

We answer: It is apparent from what he said on the subject that 
his calling them both unbelievers on these counts was not definite, 
since he made it clear in The book of the distinction that calling people 
unbelievers for violating unanimity can only be tentative.®° 


[Such a charge cannot be definite, because there has never 
been a consensus against allegorical interpretation. The 
Quran itself indicates that it has inner meanings which it 
is the special function of the demonstrative class to understand. | 


Moreover, it is evident from what we have said that a unanimous 
agreement cannot be established in questions of this kind, because 
of the reports that many of the early believers of the first generation, 
as well as others, have said that there are allegorical interpretations 
which ought not to be expressed except to those who are qualified 
to receive allegories. These are ‘those who are well grounded in 
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science’; for we prefer.to place the stop after the words of God the 
Exalted ‘and those who are well grounded in science’, because if 
the scholars did not understand allegorical interpretation, there 
would be no superiority in their assent which would oblige them to 
a belief in Him not found among the unlearned.®7 God has described 
them as those who believe in Him, and this can only be taken to 
refer to the belief which is based on demonstration; and this [belief ]®* 
only occurs together with the science of allegorical interpretation.®9 
For the unlearned believers are those whose belief in Him is not 
based on demonstration; and if this belief which God has attributed 
to the scholars is peculiar to them, it must come through demon- 
stration, and if it comes through demonstration it only occurs 
together with the science of allegorical interpretation.?° For God 
the Exalted has informed us that those [verses] have 97 an allegorical 
interpretation which is the truth, and demonstration can only 
be of the truth. That being the case, it is not possible for general 
unanimity? to be established about allegorical interpretations, 
which God has made peculiar to scholars. This is self-evident to any 
fair-minded person. 


[Besides, Ghazali was mistaken in ascribing to .the Peri- 
patetics the opinion that God does not know particulars. Their 
view is that His knowledge of both particulars and universals 
differs from ours, in being the cause, not an effect, of the 
object known. They even hold that God sends premonitions 
in dreams of particular events. }]%3 


In addition to all this we hold that Aba Hamid was mistaken 
about the Peripatetic philosophers, in ascribing to them the assertion 
that God, Holy and Exalted, does not know particulars at all.% 
In reality they hold that God the Exalted knows them in a way 
which is not of the same kind as our way of knowing them. For 
our knowledge of them is an effect of the object known, originated 
when it comes into existence and changing when it changes; 
whereas Glorious God’s Knowledge of existence is the opposite 
of this: it is the cause of the object known, which is existent being. 
Thus to suppose the two kinds of knowledge similar to each other 
is to identify the essences and properties of opposite things, and that 
is the extreme of ignorance. And if the name of ‘knowledge’ is 
predicated of both originated and eternal knowledge, it is predicated 
by sheer homonymy, as many names are predicated of opposite 
things: e.g. jalal of great and small, sarim of light and darkness.%5 
Thus there exists no definition embracing both kinds of knowledge 
at once, as the theologians of our time imagine. We have devoted 
a separate essay to this question, impelled by one of our friends.% 
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But how can anyone imagine that the Peripatetics say that God 
the Glorious does not know particulars with His eternal Knowledge, 
when they hold that true visions?” include premonitions of particular 
events due to occur in future time, and that this warning tore- 
knowledge comes to people in their sleep from the eternal Know- 
ledge which orders and rules the universe ?9® Moreover, it is not 
only particulars which they say God does not know in the manner 
in which we know them, but universals as well; for the universals 
known to us are also effects of the nature of existent being, while 
with His Knowledge the reverse is true. Thus the conclusion to 
which demonstration leads is that His Knowledge transcends 
qualification as ‘universal’ or ‘particular’. Consequently there is 
no point in disputing about this question, i.e. whether to call them 
unbelievers or not. 


[On the question of the world, the ancient philosophers 
agree with the Ash‘arites that it is originated and coeval 
with time. The Peripatetics only disagree with the Ash‘arites 
and the Platonists in holding that past time is infinite. This 
difference is insufficient to justify a charge of unbelief. ]99 


Concerning the question whether the world is pre-eternal or 
came into existence, the disagreement between the Ash‘arite 
theologians and the ancient philosophers is in my view almost 
resolvable into a disagreement about naming, especially in the case 
of certain of the ancients. For they agree that there are three classes 
of beings: two extremes and one intermediate between the extremes. 
They agree also about naming the extremes; but they disagree 
about the intermediate class. 

[1] One extreme is a being which is brought into existence 


from something other than itself and by something, i.e. by an 20 


efficient cause and from some matter; and it, i.e. its existence, is 
preceded by time. This is the status of bodies whose generation 
is apprehended by sense, e.g. the generation of water, air, earth, 
animals, plants, and so on. All alike, ancients and Ash‘arites, 
agree in naming this class of beings ‘originated’. [2] The opposite 
extreme to this is a being which is not made from or by anything 
and not preceded by time; and here too all members of both 
schools agree in naming it ‘pre-eternal’. This being is apprehended 
by demonstration; it is God, Blessed and Exalted, Who is the 
Maker,'°° Giver of being and Sustainer of the universe; may He 
be praised and His Power exalted! 

[3] The class of being which is between these two extremes is 
that which is not made from anything and not preceded by time, 
but which is brought into existence by something, i.e. by an agent. 
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This is the world as a whole. Now they all agree on the presence 
of these three characters in the world. For the theologians admit 
that time does not precede it, or rather this is a necessary con- 
sequence for them since time according to them is something 
which accompanies motion and bodies. They also agree with the 
ancients in the view that future time is infinite and likewise future 
being. They only disagree about past time and past being: the 
theologians hold that it’ is finite (this is the doctrine of Plato and 
his followers) ,'°* while Aristotle and his school hold that it is infinite, 
as is the case with future time. : 

Thus it is clear that [3] this last being bears a resemblance both 
to [1] the being which is really generated’ and to [2] the pre- 
eternal Being. So those who are more impressed with its resemblance 
to the pre-eternal than its resemblance to the originated name it 
‘pre-eternal’, while those who are more impressed with its resem- 
blance to the originated name it ‘originated’. But in truth it is 
neither really originated nor really pre-eternal, since the really 
originated is necessarily perishable and the really pre-eternal has 
no cause. Some—Plato and his followers—name it ‘originated and 
coeval with time’,'4 because time according to them is finite in 
the past. 

Thus the doctrines about the world are not so very far apart 
from each other that some of them should be called irreligious 
and others not. For this to happen, opinions must be divergent 
in the extreme, i.e. contraries such as the theologians suppose to 
exist on this question; i.e. [they hold] that the names ‘pre-eternity’ 
and ‘coming into existence’ as applied to the world as a whole 
are contraries. But it is now clear from what we have said that 
this is not the case.'®5 


[Anyhow, the apparent meaning of Scripture is that there was 
a being and time before God created the present being and 
time. Thus the theologians’ interpretation is allegorical and 
does not command unanimous agreement. | 


Over and above all this, these opinions’ about the world do not 
conform to the apparent meaning of Scripture. For if the apparent 
meaning of Scripture is searched, it will be evident from the verses 
which give us information about the bringing into existence of the 
world that its form really is originated,*°? but that being itself 
and time extend continuously at both extremes, i.e. without inter- 
ruption. Thus the words of God the Exalted, ‘He it is Who created 
the heavens and the earth in six days, and His throne was on the 
water’,'°® taken in their apparent meaning imply that there was 
a being before this present being, namely the throne and the water, 
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and a time before this time, i.e. the one which is joined to the form 
of this being, namely the number of the movement of the celestial 
sphere. And the words of the Exalted, ‘On the dav when the earth 
shall be changed into other than earth, and the heavens as well,’ !°9 
also in their apparent meaning imply that there will be a second 
being after this being. And the words of the Exalted ‘Then He 
directed Himself towards the sky, and it was smoke’,'’ in their 
apparent meaning imply that the heavens were created from 
something. 

Thus the theologians too in their statements about the world 
do not conform to the apparent meaning of Scripture but interpret 
it allegorically. For it is not stated in Scripture that God was existing 
with absolutely nothing else: a text to this effect is nowhere to be 
found. Then how is it conceivable that the theologians’ allegorical 
interpretation of these verses could meet with unanimous agreement, 
when the apparent meaning of Scripture which we have mentioned 
about the existence of the world has been accepted by a school 
of philosophers !*" 


[On such difficult questions, error committed by a qualified 
judge of his subject is excused by God, while error by an 
unqualified person is not excused. |*** 


It seems that those who disagree on the interpretation of these 
difficult questions earn merit if they are in the right and will be 
excused [by God] if they are in error.‘%3 For assent to a thing as a 
result of an indication [of it] arising in the soul is something com- 
pulsory, not voluntary: i.e. it is not for us [to choose] not to assent 
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or to assent, as it is to stand up or not to stand up.""4 And since 20 


free choice is a condition of obligation,'’5 a man who assents to an 
error as a result of a consideration that has occurred to him is 
_excused, if he is a Scholar. This is why the Prophet, peace on him, 
said, ‘If the judge after exerting his mind makes a right decision, 
he will have a double reward; and if he makes a wrong decision 
he will [still] have a single reward." And what judge is more 
important than he who makes judgements about being, that it is 
thus or not thus? These judges are the scholars, specially chosen 
by God for [the task of] allegorical interpretation, and this error 
which is forgivable according to the Law is only such error as 
proceeds from scholars when they study the difficult matters which 
the Law obliges them to study.""7 

But error proceeding from any other class of people is sheer sin, 
equally whether it relates to theoretical or to practical matters. 
For just as the judge who is ignorant of the [Prophet’s] way of life 
is not excused if he makes an error in judgement, so he who makes 
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judgements about beings without having the proper qualifications for 

[such] judgements is not excused but is either a sinner or an un- 
believer. And if he who would judge what is allowed and forbidden 
is required to combine in himself the qualifications for exercise of 
personal judgement, namely knowledge of the principles [of law] 
and knowledge of how to draw inferences from those principles 
by reasoning, how much more properly is he who would make 
judgements about beings required to be qualified, i.e. to know the 
primary intellectual principles and the way to aoe inferences 
from them !1!8 


[Texts of Scripture fall into three kinds with respect to the 
excusability of error. [1] Texts which must be taken in their 
apparent meaning by everyone. Since the meaning can be 
understood plainly by demonstrative, dialectical and rhetorical 
methods alike, no one is excused for the error of interpreting 
these texts allegorically. [2] Texts which must be taken in 
their apparent meaning by the lower classes and interpreted 
allegorically by the demonstrative class. It is inexcusable 
for the lower classes to interpret them allegorically or for the 
demonstrative class to take them in their apparent meaning. 
[3] Texts whose classification under the previous headings is 
uncertain. Error in this matter by the demonstrative class is 
excuseu:| *? 


In general, error about Scripture is of two types:*”° either error 
which is excused to one who is a qualified student of that matter 
in which the error occurs (as the skilful doctor is excused if he com- 
mits an error in the art of medicine and the skilful judge if he gives 
an erroneous judgement),'*’ but not excused to one who is not 
qualified in that subject; or error which is not excused to any person 
whatever, and which is unbelief’** if it concerns the principles of 
religion, or heresy’3 if it concerns something subordinate to the 
principles. 

This [latter] error is that which occurs about [1] matters, know- 
ledge of which is provided by all the different methods of indica- 
tion, "4 so that knowledge of the matter in question is in this way 
possible for everyone. Examples are acknowledgement of God, 
Blessed and Exalted, of the prophetic missions, and of happiness and 
misery in the next life; for these three principles are attainable by 
the three classes of indication, by which everyone without excep- 
tion can come to assent to what he is obliged to know: I mean the 
rhetorical, dialectical and demonstrative indications. So whoever 
denies such a thing, when it is one of the principles of the Law, 
is an unbeliever, who persists in defiance with his tongue though 
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not with his heart, or neglects to expose himself to learning the 
indication of its truth. For if he belongs to the demonstrative class 
of men, a way has. been provided for him to assent to it, by demon- 
stration; if he belongs to the dialectical class, the way is by dialectic; 
and if he belongs to the class [which is convinced] by preaching, 
the way for him is by preaching. With this in view the Prophet, 
peace on him, said, ‘I have been ordered to fight people until 
they say “There is no god but God” and believe in me’; he 
means, by any of the three methods of attaining belief that suits 
them. 

[2] With regard to things which by reason of their recondite 
character are only knowable by demonstration, God has been 
gracious to those of His servants who have no access to demonstra- 
tion, on account of their natures, habits or lack of facilities for 
education: He has coined for them images and likenesses™*5 of these 
things, and summoned them to assent to those images, since it is 
possible for assent to those images to come about through the indica- 
tions common to all men,!”° ie. the dialectical and rhetorical 
indications. This is the reason why Scripture is divided into apparent 
and inner meanings: the apparent meaning consists of those images 
which are coined to stand for those ideas, while the inner meaning 
is those ideas [themselves], which are clear only to the demon- 
strative class. These are the four or five classes of beings mentioned 
by Abt. Hamid in The book of the distinction.**! 

[1] But when it happens, as we said, that we know the thing 
itself by the three methods, we do not need to coin images of it, 
and it remains true in its apparent meaning, not admitting alle- 
gorical interpretation.’** If an apparent text of this kind refers to 
principles, anyone who interprets it allegorically is an unbeliever, 
e.g. anyone who thinks that there is no happiness or misery in the 
next life, and that the only purpose of this teaching is that men 
should be safeguarded from each other in their bodily and sensible 
lives, that it is but a practical device, and that man has no other 
goal than his sensible existence.**? 

If this is established, it will have become clear to you from what 
we have said that there are [1] apparent texts of Scripture which 
it is not permitted to interpret allegorically; to do so on fundamen- 
tals is unbelief, on subordinate matters, heresy.‘3° There are also 
[2] apparent texts which have to be interpreted allegorically by 
men of the demonstrative class; for such men to take them in their 
apparent meaning is unbelief, while for those who are not of the 
demonstrative class to interpret them allegorically and take them 
out of their apparent meaning is unbelief or heresy on their part.*3* 

Of this [latter] class are the verse about God’s directing Himself 
and the Tradition about His descent.'3? That is why the Prophet, 
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peace on him, said in the case of the black woman, when she told 
him that God was in the sky, ‘Free her, for she is a believer’.*33 
This was because she was not of the demonstrative class; and the 
reason for his decision was that the class of people to whom assent 
comes only through the imagination, i.e. who do not assent to a 
thing except in so far as they can imagine it, find it difficult to 
assent to the existence of a being which is unrelated to any imagin- 
able thing.'34 This applies as well to those who understand from 
the relation stated™35 merely [that God has] a place; these are 
people who have advanced?3° a little in their thought beyond the 
position of the first class, (by rejecting) belief in corporeality.‘37 
Thus the [proper] answer to them with regard to such passages 
is that they belong to the ambiguous texts, and that the stop is to 
be placed after the words of God the Exalted ‘And no one knows the 
interpretation thereof except God’.%3> The demonstrative class, 
while agreeing unanimously that this class of text must be inter- 
preted allegorically, may disagree about the interpretation, accord- 
ing to the level of each one’s knowledge of demonstration. 

There is also [3] a third class of Scriptural texts falling uncer- 
tainly between the other two classes, on which there is doubt. 
One group of those who devote themselves to theoretical study 
attach them to the apparent texts which it is not permitted to inter- 
pret allegorically, others attach them to the texts with inner 
meanings which scholars are not permitted to take in their apparent 
meanings. This [divergence of opinions] is due to the difficulty 
and ambiguity of this class of text. Anyone who commits an error 
about this class is excused, I mean any scholar. 


[The texts about the future life fall into [3], since demon- 
strative scholars do not agree whether to take them in their 
apparent meaning or interpret them allegorically. Either is 
permissible. But it is inexcusable to deny the fact of a future 
life altogether. ]"39 


If it is asked, ‘Since it is clear that scriptural texts in this respect 
fall into three grades, to which of these three grades, according to 
you, do the descriptions of the future life and its states belong?’, 
we reply: The position clearly is that this matter belongs to the class 
[3] about which there is disagreement. For we find a group of those 
who claim an affinity with demonstration saying that it is obligatory 
to take these passages in their apparent meaning, because there is 
no demonstration leading to the impossibility of the apparent 
meaning in them—this is the view of the Ash‘arites; while another 
group of those who devote themselves to demonstration interpret 
these passages allegorically, and these people give the most diverse 
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interpretations of them. In this class must be counted Aba Hamid 
and many of the Sifis; some of them combine the two interpre- 
tations of the passages,'4° as Abu Hamid does in some of his books. 

So it is likely that a scholar who commits an error in this matter 
is excused, while one who is correct receives thanks or a reward: 
that is, if he acknowledges the existence [of a future life] and merely 
gives a certain sort of allegorical interpretation, i.e. of the mode 
of the future life not of its existence, provided that the interpretation 
given does not lead to denial of its existence. In this matter only 
the negation of existence is unbelief, because it concerns one of the 
principles of religion and one of those points to which assent is 
attainable through the three methods common to ‘the white man 
and the black man’."4 


[The unlearned classes must take such texts in their apparent 
meaning. It is unbelief for the learned to set down allegorical 
interpretations in popular writings. By doing this Ghazali 
caused confusion among the people. Demonstrative books 
should be banned to the unqualified, but not to the learned. |'4? 


But anyone who is not a man of learning is obliged to take these 
passages in their apparent meaning, and allegorical interpretation 
of them is for him unbelief because it leads to unbelief. That is 
why we hold that, for anyone whose duty it is to believe in the 
apparent meaning, allegorical interpretation is unbelief, because 
it leads to unbelief. Anyone of the interpretative class who discloses 
such [an interpretation] to him is summoning him to unbelief, and 
he who summons to unbelief is an unbeliever. 

Therefore allegorical interpretations ought to be set down only 
in demonstrative books, because if they are in demonstrative 
books they are encountered by no one but men of the demonstrative 
class. But if they are set down in other than demonstrative books 
and one deals with them by poetical, rhetorical or dialectical 
methods, as Abii Hamid does,'#3 then he commits an offence 
against the Law and against philosophy, even though the fellow 
intended nothing but good. For by this procedure he wanted to 
increase the number of learned men, but in fact he increased the 
number of the corrupted not of the learned! As a result, one group 
came to slander philosophy, another to slander religion, and another 
to reconcile the [first] two [groups]."44 It seems that this [last] 
was one of his objects in his books; an indication that he wanted 
by this [procedure] to arouse minds is that he adhered to no one 
doctrine in his books but was an Ash‘arite with the Ash‘arites, 
a Sufi with the Sifis and a philosopher with the philosophers, so 
that he was like the man in the verse: 
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‘One day a Yamani, if I meet a man of Yaman, 
And if I meet a Ma‘addi, I’m an ‘Adnani.’*45 


The imams of the Muslims ought to forbid those of his books 
which contain learned matter to all save the learned, just as they 
ought to forbid demonstrative books to those who are not capable 
of understanding them. But the damage done to people by demon- 
strative books is lighter, because for the most part only persons of 
superior natural intelligence become acquainted with demon- 
strative books, and this class of persons is only misled through lack 
of practical virtue, unorganized reading, and tackling them without 
a teacher.™4° On the other hand their total prohibition obstructs the 
purpose to which the Law summons, because it is a wrong to the 
best class of people and the best class of beings. For to do justice 
to the best class of beings demands that they should be known 
profoundly, by persons equipped to know them profoundly, and 
these are the best class of people; and the greater the value of the 
being, the greater is the injury towards it, which consists of ignor- 
ance of it. Thus the Exalted has said, ‘Associating [other gods] with 
God is indeed a great wrong.’"47 


[We have only discussed these questions in a popular work 
because they were already being publicly discussed. | 


This is as much as we see fit to affirm in this field of study, 
i.e. the correspondence between religion and philosophy and the 
rules for allegorical interpretation in religion. If it were not for 
the publicity given to the matter and to these questions which we 
have discussed, we should not have permitted ourselves to write 
a word on the subject;'8 and we should not have had to make 
excuses for doing so to the interpretative scholars, because the proper 
place to discuss these questions is in demonstrative books. God is 
the Guide and helps us to follow the right course! 


[CQHAPTER THREE] 


[PHILOSOPHICAL INTERPRETATIONS OF SCRIPTURE 
SHOULD NOT BE TAUGHT TO THE MAJORITY. 
THE LAW PROVIDES OTHER METHODS OF 
INSTRUCTING THEM.] 


[The purpose of Scripture is to teach true theoretical and 
practical science and right practice and attitudes. ] 


You ought to know that the purpose of Scripture is simply to 
teach true science and right practice. True science is knowledge 
of God, Blessed and Exalted, and the other beings as they really 
are, and especially of noble beings,’49 and knowledge of happiness 
and misery in the next life.*5° Right practice consists in performing 
the acts which bring happiness and avoiding the acts which bring 
misery ;'5' and it is knowledge of these acts that is called ‘practical 
science’. They fall into two divisions: (1) outward bodily acts; 
the science of these is called ‘jurisprudence’; and (2) acts of the 
soul such as gratitude, patience and other moral attitudes which 
the Law enjoins or forbids; the science of these is called ‘asceticism’ 
or ‘the sciences of the future life’. To these Abii Hamid turned his 
attention in his book: as people had given up this sort [of act] 
and become immersed in the other sort,'5? and as this sort [2] 
involves the greater fear of God, which is the cause of happiness, he 
called his book ‘The revival of the sciences of religion’ .753 But we have 
digressed from our subject, so let us return to it. 


[Scripture teaches concepts both directly and by symbols, 
and uses demonstrative, dialectical and rhetorical arguments. 
Dialectical and rhetorical arguments are prevalent because 
the main aim of Scripture is to teach the majority. In these 
arguments concepts are indicated directly or by symbols, in 
various combinations in premisses and conclusion. ] 


We say: The purpose of Scripture is to teach true science and 
right practice; and teaching is of two classes, [of] concepts and 
[of] judgements, ‘54 as the logicians’5> have shown. Now the methods 
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available to men of [arriving at] judgements are three: demon- 
strative, dialectical and rhetorical;'5© and the methods of forming 
concepts are two: either [conceiving] the object itself or [conceiving] 
a symbol of it.457 But not everyone has the natural ability to take 
in demonstrations, or [even] dialectical arguments, let alone 
demonstrative arguments which are so hard to learn and need so 
much time [even] for those who are qualified to learn them. 
Therefore, since it is the purpose of Scripture simply to teach every- 
one, Scripture has to contain every method of [bringing about] 
judgements of assent and every method of forming concepts. 

Now some of the methods of assent comprehend the majority 
of people, i.e. the occurrence of assent as a result of them [is com- 
prehensive]: these are the rhetorical and the dialectical [methods] 
—-and the rhetorical is more comprehensive than the dialectical. 
Another method is peculiar to a smaller number of people: this is 
the demonstrative. Therefore, since the primary purpose of Scrip- 
ture is to take care of the majority (without neglecting to arouse 
the élite), the prevailing methods of expression in religion are the 
common methods by which the majority comes to form concepts 
and judgements.'5® 

These [common] methods in religion are of four classes,:759 

One of them occurs where the method is common, yet special- 
ized? in two respects: i.e. where it is certain in its concepts and 
judgements, in spite of being rhetorical or dialectical. These syllo- 
gisms are those whose premisses, in spite of being based on accepted 
ideas or on opinions,'®! are accidentally certain, and whose con- 
clusions are accidentally to be taken in their direct meaning without 
symbolization. Scriptural texts of this class have no allegorical 
interpretations, and anyone who denies them or interprets them 
allegorically is an unbeliever. 

The second class occurs where the premisses, in spite of being 
based on accepted ideas or on opinions, are certain, and where the 
conclusions are symbols for the things which it was intended to 
conclude. [Texts of] this [class], i.e. their conclusions, admit of 
allegorical interpretation. 

The third is the reverse of this: it occurs where the conclusions 
are the very things which it was intended to conclude, while the 
premisses are based on accepted ideas or on opinions without being 
accidentally certain. [Texts of] this [class] also, i.e. their conclusions, 
do not admit of allegorical interpretation, but their premisses may 
do so. 

The fourth [class] occurs where the premisses are based on 
accepted ideas or opinions, without being accidentally certain, 
and where the conclusions are symbols for what it was intended to 
conclude. In these cases the duty of the élite is to interpret them 
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allegorically, while the duty of the masses is to take them in their 
apparent meaning. 


[Where symbols are used, each class of men, demonstrative, 
dialectical and rhetorical, must try to understand the inner 
meaning symbolized or rest content with the apparent meaning, 
according to their capacities. | 


In general, everything in these [texts] which admits of allegorical 
interpretation can only be understood by demonstration. The duty 
of the élite here is to apply such interpretation; while the duty 
of the masses is to take them in their apparent meaning in both 
respects, 1.€. in concept and judgement, since their natural capacity 
does not allow more than that. 

But there may occur to students of Scripture allegorical inter- 
pretations due to the superiority of one of the common methods 
over another in [bringing about] assent, i.e. when the indication 
contained in the allegorical interpretation is more persuasive than 
the indication contained in the apparent meaning. Such inter- 
pretations are popular;'? and [the making of them] is possibly 
a duty for those whose powers of theoretical understanding have 
attained the dialectical level. To this sort belong some of the 
interpretations of the Ash‘arites and Mu‘tazilites—though the 
Mu‘tazilites are generally sounder in their statements.'°3 The masses 
on the other hand, who are incapable of more than rhetorical 
arguments, have the duty of taking these [texts] in their apparent 
meaning, and they are not permitted to know such interpretations 
at all. 

Thus people in relation to Scripture fall into three classes: 

One class is those who are not people of interpretation at all: these 
are the rhetorical class. They are the overwhelming mass, for no 
man of sound intéllect is exempted from this kind of assent.1°4 

Another class is the people of dialectical interpretation: these 
are the dialecticians, either by nature alone or by nature and habit. 

Another class is the people of certain interpretation: these are the 
demonstrative class, by nature and training,’®5 i.e. in the art of 
philosophy. This interpretation ought not to be expressed to the 
dialectical class, let alone to the masses. 


[To explain the inner meaning to people unable to under- 
stand it is to destroy their belief in the apparent meaning 
without putting anything in its place. The result is unbelief in 
learners and teachers. It is best for the learned to profess 
ignorance, quoting the Qur’dn on the limitations of man’s 
understanding. | 
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When something of these allegorical interpretations is expressed 
to anyone unfit to receive them—especially demonstrative inter- 
pretations because of their remoteness-from common knowledge— 
both he who expresses it and he to whom it is expressed are led 
into unbelief. The reason for that [in the case of the latter]'© is 
that allegorical interpretation comprises two things, rejection of the 
apparent meaning and affirmation of the allegorical one; so that 
if the apparent meaning is rejected in the mind of someone who 
can only grasp apparent meanings, without the allegorical meaning 
being affirmed in his mind, the result is unbelief, if it [the text in 
question] concerns the principles of religion. 

Allegorical interpretations, then, ought not to be expressed to the 
masses nor set down in rhetorical or dialectical books, i.e. books 
containing arguments of these two sorts, as was done by Abt Hamid. 
They should (not) be expressed to this class; and with regard to 
an apparent text, when there is a (self-evident) doubt whether it is 
apparent to everyone and whether knowledge of its interpretation 
is impossible for them, they should be told that it is ambiguous‘®7 
and [its meaning] known by no one except God; and that the stop 
should be put here in the sentence of the Exalted, ‘And_no one knows 
the interpretation thereof except God’. The same kind of answer 
should also be given to a question about abstruse matters, which 
there is no way for the masses to understand; just as the Exalted 
has answered in His saying, ‘And they will ask you about the Spirit. 
Say, “The Spirit is by the command of my Lord; you have been 
given only a little knowledge” ’.%9 


[Certain people have injured the masses particularly, by 
giving them allegorical interpretations which are false. These 
people are exactly analogous to bad medical advisers. The true 
doctor is related to bodily health in the same way as the 
Legislator to spiritual health, which the Qur’dn teaches us to 
pursue. The true allegory is ‘‘the deposit’? mentioned in the 


Qur an. | 


As for the man who expresses these allegories to unqualified 
persons, he is an unbeliever on account of his summoning people 
to unbelief.7° This is contrary to the summons of the Legislator,!7? 
especially when they are false allegories concerning the principles 
of religion, as has happened in the case of a group of people of our 
time.’7? For we have seen some of them thinking that they were 
being philosophic and that they perceived, with their remarkable 
wisdom, things which conflict with Scripture in every respect, 
i.e. [in passages] which do not admit of allegorical interpretation; 
and that it was obligatory to express these things to the masses. 
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But by expressing those false beliefs to the masses they have been 
a cause of perdition to the masses and themselves, in this world and 
the next.773 

The relation between the aim of these people and the aim of the 
Legislator [can be illustrated by] a parable,'74 of a man who goes 
to a skilful doctor. [This doctor’s] aim is to preserve the health 
and cure the diseases of all the people, by prescribing for them rules 
which can be commonly accepted, about the necessity of using 
the things which will preserve their health and cure their diseases, 
and avoiding the opposite things. He is unable to make them all 
doctors, because a doctor is one who knows by demonstrative 
methods the things which preserve health and cure disease. Now 
this [man whom we have mentioned] goes out to the people and 
tells them, “These methods prescribed by this doctor for you are 
not right’; and he sets out to discredit them, so that they are rejected 
by the people. Or he says, ‘They have allegorical interpretations’ ; 
but the people neither understand these nor assent to them in 
practice. Well, do you think that people in this condition will do 
any of the things which are useful for preserving health and curing 
disease, or that this man who has persuaded them to reject what 
they formerly believed in will now be able to use those [things] 
with them, I mean for preserving health? No, he will be unable 
to use those [things] with them, nor will they use them, and so 
they will all perish. 

This [is what will happen] if he expresses to them true allegories'75 
about those matters, because of their inability to understand them; 
let alone if he expresses to them false allegories, because this will 
lead them to think that there are no such things as health which 
ought to be preserved and disease which ought to be cured—let 
alone that there are things which preserve health and cure disease.17® 
It is the same when someone expresses allegories to the masses, and 
to those who are-not qualified to understand them, in the sphere 
of Scripture; thus he makes it appear false and turns people away 
from it; and he who turns people away from Scripture is an 
unbeliever. 

Indeed this comparison is certain,'77 not poetic as one might 
suppose. It presents a true analogy, in that the relation of the doctor 
to the health of bodies is [the same as] the relation of the Legislator 
to the health of souls: i.e. the doctor is he who seeks to preserve 
the health of bodies when it exists and to restore it when it is lost, 
while the Legislator is he who desires this [end] for the health of 
souls.!78 This health is what is called ‘fear of God’. The precious 
Book has told us to seek it by acts conformable to the Law, in 
several verses. Thus the Exalted has said, ‘Fasting has been pre- 
scribed for you, as it was prescribed for those who were before you; 
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perhaps you will fear God.’'79 Again the Exalted has said, “Their 
flesh and their blood shall not touch God, but your fear shall touch 
him’ ;78° ‘Prayer prevents immorality and transgression’ ;"" and 
other verses to the same effect contained in the precious Book. 
Through knowledge of Scripture and practice according to Scripture 
the Legislator aims solely at this health; and it is from this health 
that happiness in the future life follows, just as misery in the future 
life follows from its opposite. 

From this it will be clear to you that true allegories ought not 
to be set down in popular books, let alone false ones. The true 
allegory is the deposit which man was charged to hold and which he 
held, and from which all beings shied away, i.e. that which is men- 
tioned in the words of the Exalted, ‘We offered the deposit to the 
heavens, the earth and the mountains’, [and so on to the end of] 
the verse.?®? 


[It was due to the wrong use of allegorical interpretation 
by the Mu‘tazilites and Ash‘arites that hostile sects arose 
in Islam. | 


It was due to allegorical interpretations—especially the false 
ones—and the supposition that such interpretations of Scripture 
ought to be expressed to everyone, that the sects of Islam arose, 
with the result that each one accused the others of unbelief or 
heresy. Thus the Mu‘tazilites interpreted many verses and Tradi- 
tions allegorically, and expressed their interpretations to the masses, 
and the Ash‘arites did the same, although they used such inter- 
pretations less frequently."83 In consequence they threw people 
into hatred, mutual detestation and wars, tore the Scriptures to 
shreds, and completely divided people.'*4 

In addition to all this, in the methods which they followed to 
establish their interpretations they neither went along with the 
masses nor with the élite: not with the masses, because their methods 
were (more) obscure than the methods common to the majority, 
and not with the élite, because if these methods are inspected they 
are found deficient in the conditions [required] for demonstration, ™®5 
as will be understood after the slightest inspection by anyone 
acquainted with the conditions of demonstration. Further, many 
of the principles on which the Ash‘arites based their knowledge 


are sophistical,’®* for they deny many necessary truths such as the 


permanence of accidents, the action of things on other things, the 
existence of necessary causes for effects, of substantial forms, and of 
secondary causes. !°7 

And their theorists wronged the Muslims in this sense, that a sect 
of Ash‘arites called an unbeliever anyone who did not attain 
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knowledge of the existence of the Glorious Creator by the methods 
laid down by them in their books for attaining this knowledge. 
But in truth it is they who are the unbelievers and in error! From 
this point they proceeded to disagree, one group saying “The 
primary obligation is theoretical study’, another group saying 
‘It is belief’; i.e. [this happened] because they did not know which 
are the methods common to everyone, through whose doors the 
Law has summoned all people [to enter]; they supposed that there 
was only one method. Thus they mistook the aim of the Legislator, 
and were both themselves in error and led others into error. 


[The proper methods for teaching the people are indicated 
in the Qur’dn, as the early Muslims knew. The popular portions 
of the Book are miraculous in providing for the needs of every 
class of mind. We intend to make a study of its teachings at 
the apparent level, and thus help to remedy the grievous 
harm done by ignorant partisans of philosophy and religion. | 


It may be asked: ‘If these methods followed by the Ash‘arites 
and other theorists are not the common methods by which the 
Legislator has aimed to teach the masses, and by which alone it is 
possible to teach them, then what are those [common] methods in 
this religion of ours’? We reply: They are exclusively the methods 
set down in the precious Book. For if the precious Book is inspected, 
there will be found in it the three methods that are available for all 
the people, (namely) the common methods for the instruction of 
the majority of the people and the special method.™8* And if their 
merits are inspected, it becomes apparent that no better common 
methods for the instruction of the masses can be found than the 
methods mentioned in it. 

Thus whoever tampers with them, by making an allegorical 
interpretation not apparent in itself, or [at least] not more apparent 
to everyone than they are (and that [greater apparency] is some- 
thing non-existent), is rejecting their wisdom and rejecting their 
intended effects in procuring human happiness. This is very 
apparent from [a comparison of] the.condition of the first believers 
with the condition of those who came after them. For the first 
believers arrived at perfect virtue and fear of God only by using 
these sayings [of Scripture] without interpreting them allegorically; 
and anyone of them who did find out an allegorical interpretation 
did not think fit to express it [to others]. But when those who came 
after them used allegorical interpretation, their fear of God grew 
less, their dissensions increased, their love for one another was 
removed, and they became divided into sects. 

So whoever wishes to remove this heresy from religion should 
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direct his attention to the precious Book, and glean from it the 
indications present [in it] concerning everything in turn that it 
obliges us to believe, and exercise his judgement in looking at its 
apparent meaning as well as he is able, without interpreting any 
of it allegorically, except where the allegorical meaning is apparent 
in itself, ie. commonly apparent to everyone.*®9 For if the sayings 
set down in Scripture for the instruction of the people are inspected, 
it seems that in mastering their meaning’®® one arrives at a point, 
beyond which none but a man of the demonstrative class can extract 
from their apparent wording a meaning which is not apparent in 
them.’9’ This property is not found in any other sayings. 

For those religious sayings in the precious Book which are 
expressed to everyone have three properties that indicate their 
miraculous character:"9* (1) There exist none more completely 
persuasive and convincing to everyone than they. (2) Their 
meaning admits naturally of mastery, up to a point beyond which 
their allegorical interpretation (when they are of a kind to have such 
an interpretation) can only be found out by the demonstrative 
class. (3) They contain means of drawing the attention of the people 
of truth to the true allegorical meaning.*93 This [character] is not 
found in the doctrines of the Ash‘arites nor in those of the Mu‘tazi- 
lites, i.e. their interpretations do not admit of mastery nor contain 
[means of] drawing attention to the truth, nor are they true; and 
this is why heresies have multiplied. 

It is our desire to devote our time to this object and achieve it 
effectively,*9* and if God grants us a respite of life we shall work 
steadily towards it in so far as this is made possible for us; and it 
may be that that work will serve as a starting point for our suc- 
cessors. For our soul is in the utmost sorrow and pain by reason 
of the evil fancies and perverted beliefs which have infiltrated this 
religion, and particularly such [afflictions] as have happened to it 
at the hands of people who claim an affinity with philosophy.*95 
For injuries from a friend are more severe than injuries from an 
enemy. I refer to the fact that philosophy is the friend and milk- 
sister of religion; thus injuries from people related to philosophy 
are the severest injuries [to religion]|—apart from the enmity, 
hatred and quarrels which such [injuries] stir up between the two, 
which are companions by nature and lovers by essence and instinct. 
It has also been injured by a host of ignorant friends who claim 
an affinity with it: these are the sects which exist within it. But 
God directs all men aright and helps everyone to love Him; He 
unites their hearts in the fear of Him, and removes from them 
hatred and loathing by His grace and His mercy! 

Indeed God has already removed many of these ills, ignorant 


10 ideas and misleading practices, by means of this triumphant rule.'9° 
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By it He has opened a way to many benefits, especially to the class 
of persons who have trodden the path of study and sought to know 
the truth. This [He has done] by summoning the masses to a middle 
way of knowing God the Glorious, [a way] which is raised above 
the low level of the followers of authority'97 but is below the 
turbulence of the theologians; and by drawing the attention of 
the élite to their obligation to make a thorough study of the prin- 


ciples of religion. God is the Giver of success and the Guide by His 
Goodness. 
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THE QUESTION MENTIONED BY THE SHAYKH 
ABUL-WALID IN THE DECISIVE TREATISE 


[We shall try to solve your problem about God’s Know- 
ledge. | 


May God prolong your power, continue to bless you, and keep 
you out of sight of misfortunes !*9 

By your superior intelligence and abundant talents you have 
surpassed many of those who devote their lives to these sciences, 
and your sure insight has led you to become aware of the difficulty 
that arises about the eternal, Glorious Knowledge,”°° on account 
of Its being connected with the things originated by It. It is there- 
fore our obligation, in the interests of truth and of ending your 
perplexity, to resolve this difficulty, after formulating it; for he who 
does not know how to tie a knot cannot untie it.?°? 


[The problem: How can God be aware of a change in 
reality without a corresponding change occurring in His 
eternal Knowledge ?| 


The difficulty is compelling, as follows. If all these things were 
in the Knowledge of God the Glorious before they existed, are they 
in their state of existence [the same] in His Knowledge as they were 
before their existence, or are they in their state of existence other 
in His Knowledge than they were before they existed? If we say 
that in their state of existence they are other in God’s Knowledge 
than they were before they existed, it follows that the eternal Know- 
ledge is subject to change, and that when they pass from non- 
existence to existence, there comes into existence additional Know- 
ledge: but that is impossible for the eternal Knowledge.” If on 
the other hand we say that the Knowledge of them in both states 
is one and the same, it will be asked, ‘Are they in themselves’, 
i.e. the beings which come into existence, ‘the same before they 
exist as when they exist?’ The answer will have to be ‘No, in them- 
selves they are not the same before they exist as when they exist’; 
otherwise the existent and the non-existent?°3 would be one and the 
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same. If the adversary admits this, he can be asked, ‘Is not true 
knowledge acquaintance with existence as it really is?’ If he says 
‘Yes’, it will be said, ‘Consequently if the object varies in itself, 
the knowledge of it must vary; otherwise it will not be known 
as it really is’. Thus one of two alternatives is necessary: either the 
eternal Knowledge varies in Itself, or the things that come into 
existence are not known to It. But both alternatives are impossible 
for God the Glorious. 

This difficulty is confirmed by what appears in the case of man: 
His knowledge of non-existent things depends on the supposition 
of existence, while his knowledge of them when they exist depends 
{on existence itself}. For it is self-evident that the two states of 
knowledge are different; otherwise he would be ignorant of things’ 
existence at the time when they exist. 


[God’s foreknowledge of all change does not solve the 
problem, as the theologians think, for the actual occurrence 
of the change presumably adds something new to His Know- 
ledge. | 


It is impossible to escape from this [difficulty] by the usual 
answer of the theologians about it, that God the Exalted knows 
things before their existence as they will be at the time of their 
existence, in respect of time, place and other attributes proper to 
each being. For it can be said to them: ‘Then when they come to 
exist, does there occur any change or not?’—with reference to the 
passage of the thing from non-existence to existence. If they say 
‘No change occurs’, they are merely being-supercilious. But if they 
say “There does occur a change’, it can be said to them: “Then is 
the occurrence of this change known to the eternal Knowledge or 
not?’ Thus the difficulty is compelling. In sum, it can hardly be 
conceived that the knowledge of a thing before it exists can be 
identical with the knowledge of it after it exists. Such, then, is the 
formulation of this problem in its strongest possible form, as we have 
explained it to you in conversation.?°4 


[Nor is Ghazali’s solution satisfactory. He regards God’s 
Knowledge as a term in a relation, which does not change in 
itself when that to which it is related, the known object, 
changes its relation to it. But knowledge is a relation, not a 
related term.] 


The [full] solution of this difficulty would call for a lengthy 
discourse; but here we shall only go into the decisive point of the 
solution. Abi Hamid in his book entitled The disintegration wanted 
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to resolve this difficulty in a way which carries no conviction.?°5 


He stated an argument the gist of which is as follows. He asserted 
that knowledge and the object known are related; and as one of 
two related things may change without the other changing in 
itself, this is just what seems to happen to things in the Knowledge 
of God the Glorious: they change in themselves, but the Knowledge 
of God the Glorious about them does not change. A parallel case 
of related things would be if a single column were first on the right 
of Zayd and then came to be on his left: meanwhile Zayd?°® would 
not have changed in himself. But this [argument] is not correct. 
For the relation has changed in itself: the relation which was a 
right-handed one has become a left-handed one, and the only 
thing which has not changed is the subject of the relation, 1.e. its 
bearer, Zayd. If this is so, and knowledge is the relation itself, 
it must necessarily change when the object known changes, just as, 
when the column changes [its position], the relation of the column 
to Zayd changes, coming to be a left-handed relation after having 
been a right-handed one. 


[The correct solution is that the eternal Knowledge is the 
cause of beings, not their effect as originated knowledge is. 
Therefore It does not change when they change. | 


The way to resolve this difficulty, in our opinion, is to recognize 
that the position of the eternal Knowledge with respect to beings 
is different from the position of originated knowledge with respect 
to beings, in that the existence of beings is a cause and reason for 
our knowledge, while the eternal Knowledge is a cause and reason 
for beings. If, when beings come to exist after not having existed, 
there occurred an addition in the eternal Knowledge such as 
occurs in originated knowledge, it would follow that the eternal 
Knowledge would be an effect of beings, not their cause. Therefore 
there must not occur any change such as occurs in originated know- 
ledge. The mistake in this matter has arisen simply from making 
an analogy between the eternal Knowledge‘and originated know- 
ledge, i.e. between the suprasensible and the sensible; and the 
falsity of this analogy is well known. Just as no change occurs in 
an agent when his act comes into being, i.e. no change which has 
not already occurred, so no change occurs in the eternal Glorious 
Knowledge when the object of Its Knowledge results from It. 

Thus the difficulty is resolved, and we do not have to admit 
that if there occurs no change, i.e. in the eternal Knowledge, He 
does not know beings at the time of their coming into existence 
just as they are; we only have to admit that He does not know 
them with originated knowledge but with eternal Knowledge. 
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For the occurrence of change in knowledge when beings change is 
a condition only of knowledge which is caused by beings, i.e. 
originated knowledge. 


[The philosophers hold that God knows particulars with 
eternal Knowledge, not that He does not know them at all. 
Indeed, they consider that His knowledge is the cause of 
their coming into existence, also that It sends premonitions 
of particulars in dreams. | 


Therefore eternal Knowledge is only connected with beings in 
a manner other than that in which originated knowledge is con- 
nected with them. This does not mean that It is not connected at 
all, as the philosophers have been accused of saying, in the context 
of this difficulty, that the Glorious One does not know particulars. 
Their position is not what has been imputed to them; rather they 
hold that He does not know particulars with originated knowledge, 
the occurrence of which is conditioned by their occurrence, since 
He is a cause of them, not caused by them as originated knowledge 
is. This is the furthest extent to which purification [of concepts]?°” 
ought to be admitted. 

For demonstration compels the conclusion that He knows things, 
because their issuing from Him is solely due to His knowing; it is 
not due to His being merely Existent or Existent with a certain 
attribute, but to His knowing, as the Exalted has said: ‘Does He 
not know, He who created? He is the Penetrating, the Omni- 
scient!’2°° But demonstration also compels the conclusion that He 
does not know things with a knowledge of the same character as 
originated knowledge. Therefore there must be another knowledge 
of beings which is unqualified,*°? the eternal Glorious Knowledge. 
And how is it conceivable that the Peripatetic philosophers could 
have held that the eternal Knowledge does not comprehend par- 
ticulars, when they held that It is the cause of warning in dreams, 
of revelation, and of other kinds of inspiration ??"° 


[Conclusion] 


This is the way to resolve this difficulty, as it appears to us; 
and what has been said is incontestable and indubitable. It is 
God who helps us to follow the right course and directs us to the 
truth. Peace on you, with the mercy and blessings of God. 
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[Extrracr: Kitab al-kashf ‘an mandahy al-adilla, 
pp- 122-27] 


[THE FUTURE CIBER} 


[Corporeal symbols are more effective than spiritual ones 
in instructing the masses about the life beyond, and are used 
in the Qur’ Gn which is primarily concerned with the majority. ]?”” 


All religions, as we have said, agree on the fact that souls experi- 
ence states of happiness or misery after death,7"3 but they disagree 
in the manner of symbolizing these states and explaining their 
existence to men. And it seems that the [kind of] symbolization 
which is found in this religion of ours is the most perfect means of 
explanation to the majority of men, and provides the greatest 
stimulus to their souls to [pursue the goals of] the life beyond; 
and the primary concern of religions is with the majority. Spiritual 
symbolization, on the other hand, seems to provide less stimulus 
to the souls of the masses towards [the goals of] the life beyond, and 
the masses have less desire and fear of it than they do of corporeal 
symbolization. Therefore it seems that corporeal symbolization 
provides a stronger stimulus to [the goals of] the life beyond than 
spiritual; the spiritual [kind] is more acceptable to the class of 
debating theologians, but they are the minority. 


[There are three interpretations of the symbols by Muslims. 
(1) The life beyond is the same in kind as this one, but it 
is permanent, not limited in duration. (2) It differs in kind: 
(a) The life beyond is spiritual, and is only symbolized by 
sensible images for the purpose of exposition. (b) It is corporeal, 
but the bodies are other, immortal ones not these perishable 
ones. This opinion is suitable for the élite. It avoids the absur- 
dity of (1), arising from the fact that our bodies here provide 
material for other earthly bodies and so cannot at the same 
time exist in the other world. But every opinion is permissible 
except total rejection of another life. ] 


For this reason we find the people of Islam divided into three 
sects with regard to the understanding of the symbolization which 
is used in [the texts of] our religion referring to the states of the 


15 future life. One sect holds that that existence is identical with this. 
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existence here with respect to bliss and pleasure, i.e. they hold that 
it is of the same sort and that the two existences differ only in 
respect of permanence and limit of duration, i.e. the former is 
permanent and the latter of limited duration. Another group holds 
that there is a difference in the kind of existence. This [group] is 
divided into two subdivisions. One [sub-] group holds that the 
existence symbolized by these sensible images is spiritual, and that 
it has been symbolized thus only for the purpose of exposition; 
these people are supported by many well-known arguments from 
Scripture, but there would be no point in enumerating them.*"4 
Another [sub-] group thinks that it is corporeal, but believes that 
that corporeality existing in the life beyond differs from the cor- 
poreality of this life in that the latter is perishable while the former 
is immortal. They too are supported by arguments from Scripture, 
and it seems that Ibn ‘Abbas was one of those who held this opinion, 
for he is reported to have said, “There is nothing in this lower 
world like the next world except the names.’*45 

It seems that this opinion is more suitable for the élite;?"® for 
the admissibility of this opinion is founded on facts which are not 
discussed in front of everyone. One is that the soul is immortal. 
The second is that the return of the soul to other bodies?"7 does 
not involve the same absurdity as Cits) return <to) those same 
[earthly] bodies. This is because it is apparent that the materials 
of the bodies that exist here are successively transferred from one 
body to another: i.e. one and the same material exists in many 
persons at different times. Bodies like these cannot possibly all 
exist actually [at the same time], because their material is one: 
for instance, a man dies, his body is transformed into dust, that dust 
is transformed into a plant, another man feeds on that plant; 
then semen proceeds from him, from which another man is born. 
But if other bodies are supposed, this state of affairs*?® does not 
follow as a consequence. 

The truth in this question is that every man’s duty is [to believe] 
whatever his study of it leads him to [conclude], provided that 
it is not such a study as would cause him to reject the principle 
altogether, by denying the existence [of the future life] altogether; 
for this manner of belief obliges us to call its holder an unbeliever, 
because the existence of this [future] state for man is made known 
to people through their Scriptures and their intellects.?” 


[The basic assumption of all the permissible views is the 
immortality of the soul. It can be proved from the Qur’dn, 
which equates death with sleep; now since we know that the 
soul is not dissolved in sleep, the same applies to death. In 
both cases the organ, not the soul itself, ceases. ]?”° 
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The whole of this [argument] is founded on the immortality of 
the soul. If it is asked ‘Does Scripture contain an indication of the 
immortality of the soul or [at least] a hint of it?’, we reply: This 
is found in the precious Book in the words of the Exalted, ‘God 
receives the souls at the time of their death, and those which have 
not died He receives in their sleep’, [and so on to the end of] the 
verse.”7* The significant aspect of this verse is that in it He has 
equated sleep and death with respect to the annihilation of the 
soul’s activity. Thus if the cessation of the soul’s activity in death 
were due to the soul’s dissolution, not to a change in the soul’s 
organ, the cessation of its activity in sleep [too] would have to be 
due to the dissolution of its essential being; but if that were the case, 
it would not return on waking to. its normal condition. So since it 
does return to it, we know that this cessation does not happen to 
it through anything which attaches to it in its substantial nature, 
but is only something which attaches to it owing to a cessation of 
its organ; and [we know] that it does not follow that if the organ 
ceases the soul must cease. Death is a cessation; it must therefore 
be of the organ, as is the case in sleep. As the Philosopher says, ‘If 
the old man were to find an eye like the young man’s eye, he would 
see as the young man sees’.??? 

This is as much as we see fit to affirm in our investigation of the 
beliefs of this religion of ours, the religion of Islam. 


[ALLEGORICAL INTERPRETATION] 


[Texts of Scripture fall into the following classes: 


(1) Where the apparent meaning is the meaning really 
intended. Such texts may not be interpreted allegorically. 


(2) Where there is symbolization: 

(i) Where it is difficult to know both that there is 
symbolization and what is symbolized. Such texts 
may be interpreted allegorically only by the learned. 

(ii) Where it is easy to know both that there is sym- 
bolization and what is symbolized. Such texts must 
be interpreted allegorically by everyone. 

(iii) Where it is easy to know that there is symbolization 
but difficult to know what is symbolized. In these 
cases the masses must be told that only the learned 
are able to understand the true interpretation; or 
they must be given an easy allegorical explanation, 
according to the rules laid down by Ghazali. 
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(iv) Where it is difficult to know that there is sym- 
bolization, but easy to know what it symbolizes. In 
these cases it is preferable to deny the existence of 
symbolization. When it is made known, the resulting 
popular beliefs are apt to cause confusion. |?73 


It now remains for us out of our programme only to study what 
portions of Scripture it is permissible and what it is not per- 
missible to interpret allegorically, and, when it is permissible, to 
whom the permission is given. With this [topic] we shall conclude 
the argument of this book. 

We say that the ideas found in Scripture fall into five classes: 
i.e. they are divided into two primary classes, and the second of 
the two is divisible into four [sub-] classes. 

[1] The first, indivisible class consists of [the cases] where the 
idea which is [outwardly] expressed is identical with the idea really 
intended.??4 

[2] The second, divisible class consists of [the cases] where the 
idea expressed in Scripture is not the idea really intended, but 
is merely substituted for it as a means of symbolization.”*5 This class 
is divided into four parts. [i] The first is where the idea, which is 
expressed by its symbol, is known <in) its reality only by difficult 
composite syllogisms, taking a long time and many skills to learn, 
and which superior minds alone can grasp; and where the fact that 
the symbol expressed is distinct from the thing symbolized is known 
only with as much difficulty as that we have [just] described. 
[ii] The second is the opposite of this, where it is easy to know both 
things, i.e. that what is expressed is a symbol, and what it symbolizes. 
[iii] The third is where it is easy to know that it is a symbol for 
something, but difficult to know what it symbolizes. [iv] The fourth 
is the reverse of this, where it is easy to know what it symbolizes 
but difficult to know [in the first place] that it is a symbol.?” 

Now it is undoubtedly an error to interpret allegorically [1] 
the first of the two primary classes. 

In the case of [2, i] the first [sub-]class of the second[class], 
that which is difficult in both respects, allegorical interpretation 
is the special task of ‘those who are well grounded in science’, 
and it is not permitted to be expressed to any but ‘the well grounded’. 

[ii] In the opposite class, that which is easy in both respects, 
an allegorical interpretation is intended and it is obligatory to 
express it. 

[iii] <In the third class the case is otherwise,) because in this 
class on account of its difficulty symbolization does not occur for 
the purpose of explanation to the masses, but only occurs to stimu- 
late souls towards to it.?77 Thus for example in the words of the 


x 


20 


125 


126 


Io 


20 


Io 


80 EXTRACT 


Prophet, peace on him, ‘The Black Stone is the right hand of God 
on earth’,?*8 and other similar sayings, it is self-evident or easily 
known that there is a symbol, but it is difficult to know what it 
symbolizes. Therefore such [a text] ought not to be interpreted 
allegorically by any but the élite and the scholars; and those who 
notice that it is symbolic, without being of the class of people who can 
understand what it symbolizes, should either be told that it is of 
the ambiguous kind whose meaning is known by the well grounded 
scholars, or the symbolization in it should be translated for them 
into something [even] easier than what they know, the fact that it is 
symbolic. The latter course seems more suitable as a means of ending 
the doubt which arises in the soul from this [class of text]. 

The rule in this regard is that which was followed by Abu 
Hamid in The book of the distinction:?*9 that this class of persons 
should learn that one and the same thing has five [modes of] 
existence, which are called by Abu Hamid ‘essential’, ‘sensible’, 
‘imaginary’, ‘intellectual’ and ‘metaphorical’. Thus when the 
question arises one considers which of these four [last-named modes 
of] existence is more persuasive*3° to the class of persons who find 
it impossible [to believe] that what is meant by it is essential 
existence, i.e. that which is external; then he brings down this 
symbolization for them to {the level of] that [mode of] existence 
whose possibility is most acceptable to their way of thinking. To 
this sort [of texts] belong the words of the Prophet, peace on him, 
“There is nothing that I have not seen, but I have seen it already 
in this place of mine—even Paradise and the Fire’ ;737 and ‘Between 
my basin and my pulpit there is one of the gardens of Paradise, 
and my pulpit is close by my basin’;?3? and ‘Dust consumes all of 


‘a son of Adam except his os coccygis’.733 It is easy to perceive that 


all these sayings are symbolic, but difficult to perceive what they 
symbolize. Thus to the class [of people] who notice this much, 
these sayings ought to be brought down to that one of those four 
modes of existence which most nearly resembles [the essential 
mode}. 

This manner of interpretation, if it is employed in these contexts 
and in this way, is authorized by Scripture; but if it is employed 
in other contexts, it is an error. Abu Hamid did not make such a 
distinction: for instance [2, i] when it is difficult to understand the 
context in both respects, i.e. that it is a symbol and what it sym- 
bolizes, but there arises at first glance a suspicion of the imagination 
that it is symbolic. That suspicion is idle ;?34+ therefore in such a case 
that suspicion ought to be discredited and it [the text] should not 
be made an object of allegorical interpretation, as has happened 
in so many contexts (as I have shown you in this book) at the hands 
of the theologians, i.e. the Ash‘arites and Mu‘tazilites. 
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[iv] The fourth class is the opposite of this: that in which it is 
difficult to know that it [the text] is symbolic, but when once it is 
admitted that it is symbolic, it easily becomes apparent what it 
symbolizes. Here again we must be circumspect in giving allegorical 
interpretations, i.e. among the class [of people] who, if they 
perceive that it is symbolic, perceive what it symbolizes, but who 
only perceive that it is symbolic through a suspicion or persuasion, 
since they are not scholars, ‘well grounded in science’. So it is pos- 
sible to say that the surest way to maintain respect for Scripture 
is not to interpret these [texts] allegorically, and to discredit in the 
minds of these people the things through which they have come to 
think that such sayings are symbolic; and this is the most suitable 
course. 

It is also possible to release the allegorical interpretation to them, 
because of the strong resemblance between the thing mentioned 
and what it symbolizes. However, when allegorical interpretations 
of these two classes [of texts] [iii and iv] are declared openly, they 
give birth to strange beliefs, remote from the apparent meaning 
of Scripture; and sometimes these become widespread, until they 
are denied by the masses. This is what happened to the Sifis and 
to those scholars who followed this path: when allegorical inter- 
pretation of this Scripture was controlled by men who did not 
distinguish either these contexts or the class of people to whom 
it is permissible to give allegorical interpretations, the situation 
became confused, and various sects arose among them, each 
accusing the other of unbelief; and all this is ignorance of the purpose 
of the Law and transgression against it. 


[Conclusion] 


From our account you have now become aware of the amount 
of error that occurs.as a result of allegorical interpretation. It is our 
desire to have the chance to fulfil this aim with regard to all the 
statements of Scripture: i.e. to discuss which of them have to be 
interpreted allegorically and which not, and, when they have to 
be interpreted, to whom the interpretations should be given; I 
mean, [to deal thus] with every difficult passage in the Qur'an and 
the Traditions, and show the place of all the statements in these 
four classes.*35 But the aim which we have pursued in this book is 
now accomplished; and we have given it precedence only because 
we have held it to be the most important of aims connected with 
Scripture. It is God who helps us to follow the right course and 
guarantees our reward, through His favour and mercy. This book 
was concluded in the year 575.736 
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NOTES TO THE TRANSLATION 


References are to the pages and lines of Miiller’s Arabic edition, 
indicated in the margins of my translation as well as in my Arabic 
edition (Leiden, 1959). 


t 1.1. “The decisive treatise”: Kitab fas! al-maqal, lit. “The book 
of the decision of the discourse.” 

“religion”: ash-shari‘a, usually somewhat broader than ash-shar*. 

“philosophy”: al-hikma, lit. ‘“wisdom’’, broader than falsafa; 
scientific knowledge, including all branches of Aristotelian philo- 
sophy; occurs in Qur'an; is Ibn Rushd’s usual name for philosophy 
in Fasl. Cf. Gk. sophia, Heb. hokhmah. See L. Gauthier, Théorie, 
pp. 46-48; Goichon. 

2 1.7. “The purpose of this treatise”: a regular opening formula 
in Ibn Rushd’s works. Cf. Bidaya, p. 2; Tahdfut, p. 3; the six 
Summaries (Al-jawami* as-sighar) of works of Aristotle, in Rasa’il 
Ibn Rushd (Hyderabad, 1947). 

3 1.7. “‘the study of the Law”: an-nazar ash-shar‘i. Nazar is 
theoretical study, contrasted with ‘amal, practice; to be translated 
“theory” or “study”, not ‘“‘speculation”. Cf. Gk. thedria. See 
Goichon. For shar‘i see note 5. 

4 1.8. “philosophy”: al-falsafa, from Gk. philosophia; more par- 
ticularly Greek and Greco-Arabic philosophy. Used less frequently 
than hikma in Fasl. See L. Gauthier, Théorie, pp. 46-48; Goichon. 
Similarly the philosophers are less often called faldsifa than ahl 
al-hurhan, “‘people of demonstration”. The vocabulary is carefully 
chosen to give ‘“‘protective colouring”’ to the philosophers in Islam; 
but the original Greek names cannot be avoided altogether if the 
right to philosophize is to be upheld. 

“logic’’: ‘uliim al-mantiq. This is the only mention of the word in 
Fasl, though the science itself is discussed on pp. 2-4. Logic is not 
regarded as a part of philosophy: see below 2.21-3.1 and note 28. 

5 1.8. “Law”: ash-shar*, the sacred texts of Scripture regarded 
as sources of God’s Law for Muslims; more particularly the Qur’ an, 
also the Traditions. To be translated as ‘‘Law’’, as a source of 
commands, or “Scripture”, as an object of study. 

6 1.9. The question concerning philosophy is expressed formally: 
in which of the legal categories (al-ahkam) is it to be placed? Ibn 
Rushd mentions four out of the five categories: (1) obligatory 
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(wajib), (2) recommended (mandab)—these two together are classed 
as “commanded” (ma’miir bih); (3) allowed (mubah); and (5) pro- 
hibited (mahzir). He does not need to mention (4) disapproved 
(makrih), because his answer is not going to revolve around the two 
lower classes at all. In Biddya, p. 5, Ibn Rushd gives the complete 
scheme, using the same terms; cf. also Ibn Khaldiin, Mugaddima, in 
Prolégoménes, III, p. 1. See I. Goldziher, ~ahiriten (Leiden, 1884), 
pp. 66-68; L. Gauthier, Théorie, p. 37 (but Gauthier was mistaken 
in regarding mahzir as (4) and (5) together, “‘forbidden’’). 

The formulation of an ethical question in terms of divine com- 
mandments does not mean that Ibn Rushd accepts such command- 
ments as the ultimate ethical standard. Elsewhere he emphatically 
rejects the theistic subjectivism (ethical voluntarism) of the 
Ash‘arites, holding that God commands an objective good: in the 
Summary of Aristotle, Metaph., pp. 171-72 (= Epitome, p. 145); 
Manahy, p. 113; Commentary on Pl. Rep., 1, xi, 3; Tafsir, pp. 1714-15. 
But he regards Scripture as the main vehicle by which God makes 
the practical good known to most men: see Tahdfut, pp. 255-56, 
581; Fasl, pp. 18-19. This is sufficient to justify him in discussing 
the question of Fas/ in legal terms, from the standpoint of an-nazar 
ash-sha‘rt. See Introduction, pp. 18-20, for a general account of 
the problem of Fas. 


[CHAPTER ONE] 


7 y.10. Summary: Ibn Rushd commences his answer by stating, 
as a hypothesis, the legal syllogism required to prove his main 
conclusion. In the summary I have inverted the major premiss, to 
make it correspond more closely with what he eventually proves. 
The syllogism as it is actually formulated here by Ibn Rushd 
involves the fallacy of undistributed middle: If philosophy is a 
teleological study of the world, and if the Law commands a tele- 
ological study of the world, then the Law commands philosophy. 
Evidently philosophy might not be the kind of teleological study 
commanded. 

Another fault in the formulation concerns the distribution of 
“philosophy”. It is here universal, for philosophy is said to be 
“nothing more than’’ teleological study of the world; but in the 
eventual proof it is particular, i.e. that study is only proved to be 
a part of philosophy. See Introduction, p. 21, for a general 
criticism of this point. 

8 1.10. “existing beings”: al-mawyjudat. 

9 1.10. “as indications of . . .”: min jthat daldlatihad. Ar. dalil is 
Gk. sémeion, which is less than demonstration; it is inductive 
evidence, establishing probability in proportion to its frequency. 
See S. Van der Bergh’s notes on Epitome, 6.3, and Tahdfut, 319.6. 
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10 10. “the Artisan”: as-sdni‘. The root sn‘ occurs several 
times in the same sentence, and it is necessary to reproduce the 
common root in translatiom (as Gr.). “Artisan”? (Gr.) conveys 
a hint of Ibn Rushd’s conception of God as a démiourgos (Pl. Timaeus), 
not as a Creator ex nihilo. 

™ 1.13. “knowledge of the Artisan’: Ibn Rushd attached great 
value to teleological arguments for the existence and nature of God. 
Man4ahij, pp. 43-46, 79: the Qur’dn proves the existence of God 
from indications of providence for man and of form and design 
in the world. These proofs are for all classes of men, but the learned 
understand the art and the Artisan more deeply. Mandhi, p. 84: 
Ibn Rushd hopes to write a book on providence. Summary of 
Aristotle, Metaph., p. 140: Psychology leads to knowledge of God; 
pp. 146 ff., evidence of design in the heavenly bodies; p. 171, 
and in animals. Summary of Aristotle, De physico auscultu, pp. 16-17: 
Everything in nature has a purpose, as Aristotle affirms. Ibn Abi 
Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyiin al-anba’, p. 77: a saying of Ibn Rushd, “He who 
works at the science of anatomy increases his faith in God the 
Exalted.” Fasl, p. 4. Tafsir, p. 10: “For the special Law (shari‘a) 
of the wise is to examine all beings, since the Creator can be 
worshipped in no nobler way than by the knowledge of His products, 
which leads to the knowledge of His glorious essence in its reality.” 

Cf. Farabi, K. al-fusiis, p. 6 in Rasa’il al-Farabi (Hyderabad, 
1926); Risdla fi ma _yanbaghi, etc., in Dieterici, XIV, p. 53; Ghazali, 
Munqidh, pp. 86-87; Ibn Timart, A‘azz ma yutlab, ed. J. D. Luciani 
in Le livre de Mohammed Ibn Toumert (Algiers, 1903), p. yé, and 
quoted by I. Goldziher, @.D.M.G., 41 (1887), pp. 72-73; Ibn 
Tufayl, Hayy, pp. Ad-4. 

™% 1.14. Summary: Ibn Rushd proceeds to prove the minor 
premiss very briefly, by inducing a general principle (‘il/a) from 
specific injunctions in the text of the Qur’dn. As he says, the examples 
are “countless”, and there is no point in quoting more than a few. 

3 9.1. “Reflect”: Qur'an, lix, 2. I‘tabiri. See M. Mahdi, Jbn 
Khaldin’s philosophy of history (London, 1957), pp. 63-72, for a study 
of the meanings of ‘abara and its derivatives. 

4 2.2, “the obligation”: It is not clear how obligation has been 
proved, rather than recommendation, unless the imperative tense 
is understood as an order of obligation. 

‘5 9.2. “intellectual and legal reasoning”: giyas ‘agli and shar‘i. 
The former is theoretical or scientific, the latter is practical and 
starts from at least one Scriptural premiss. On giyds see 2.10 and 
note 22. 

16 9.9. “Have they not studied . 2”: Qur'an, viii, 185. 

17 9, 5-6. “So we made J ietherie, os Gur an, vi, 750 Une 
rest of the verse: ‘‘one of those who are assured.” 
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"8 9.6-7. “Do they not observe the camels... ?”: Qur’ an, 
Ixxxviii, 17-18. See Baydawi’s comments ad loc., on the providential 
properties of the camel. 

9 2.7. “and they give thought .. .”: Qur’dn, iii, 191. 

7° 2.8. “in countless other verses”: Cf. Manahij, p. 42: “The 
whole of the Qur’dn is nothing but a summons to theoretical study 
(nazar) and reflection.” 

7 2.8. Summary: The next three sections (2.8-6.14) aim to 
prove the major premiss. In the process, however, a modification 
is introduced which leads to a different premiss from that originally 
stated. See note 7. 

2 9,10. “reasoning”: giyds. Both the definition of qiyds given 
here and its use in most contexts make it clear that it must be 
translated as “reasoning’’. “‘Syllogism’’ and ‘‘analogy’’ are too 
specialized, at any rate in Fasl. Cf. Farabi, Zhsa’ al-‘ultim, p. 60: 
“The discourse (gawl) whose object is to verify any opinion was 
called by the ancients al-qiyds.”” Ibn Sina, Najat, p. 47: “‘Al-qivas 
is a discourse (gaw/) composed of statements from which, if they are 
supposed, there necessarily follows another different statement, 
from their nature and not by accident.’”’ See Goichon. On Aris- 
totle’s variable use of the word sullogismos see H. W. B. Joseph, 
An Introduction to logic, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1916), p. 249. 

73 9.12. “the most perfect kind of study . . . reasoning”: This 
is a further qualification of the minor premiss, which is evidently 
inferred from the nature of the Law: being the Law it demands 
the best from man. Cf. Farabi, Siyasat, p. 16: “Wisdom (hzkma) 
is to understand the best of things with the best science.” 

*4 2.13. ““demonstration”’: burhan, Gk. apodeixis. Aristotle, Topica, 
i, 1: Demonstration occurs when the premisses are either true and 
primary, i.e. believed on the strength of themselves, or derived. 
ultimately from true and primary premisses. Cf. Anal. Post., i, 2; 
Eth. Nic., vi, 3. 

25 9.16-17. “demonstrative . . . dialectical, rhetorical and 
fallacious reasoning”: The classification of reasoning (giyds) is 
derived from different passages in Aristotle’s Organon: see especially 
Anal. Prior, ii, 23 and Topica, i, 1. The first three kinds are sound in 
different degrees, the fourth is not strictly “reasoning” at all. 
“dialectical”: jadali, Gk. dialektikos; based on probable premisses, 
generally accepted by well-informed people; see Summary of 
Aristotle, Metaph., p. 6. ‘“‘rhetorical”: khatabi, Gk. rhétorikos; based 
on less probable premisses, accepted by the common people. 
“fallacious”: mughaliti = ‘“‘sophistical’’, sufistani, Gk. sophistikos. 

Cf. Farabi, Ihsa’ al-‘ulim, pp. 63-69; Ibn Sina, K. al-isharat wat- 
tanbihat, ed. J. Forget (Leiden, 1892), p. 80; Ghazali, [jam (Cairo, 
1933: Muniriya Press), pp. 53-56 = Span. tr. M. Asin Palacios, 
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Justo medio, pp. 406-11—a simplified but clear exposition. See 
L. Gauthier, [bn Rochd, pp. 26-27; Goichon, s.v. quads. 

26 9.18. “which of them are valid and which invalid”: lit. 
“which of them are reasoning and which are not reasoning”’. It is 
strictly self-contradictory to say “which kinds of reasoning are not 
reasoning’, but the expression is perhaps suggested by Aristotle, 
Topica, i, 1, where a similar verbal contradiction occurs. 

27 2.14-20. “But it is preferable . . . and their kinds”: With this 
chain of required knowledge cf. the one in Tahdfut, p. 205. 

8 9.1, “as instruments have in practical activities’: The con- 
ception of logic as an instrument of the sciences (dla, Gk. organon) 
was a commonplace. Cf. Farabi, Ihsa’ al-‘ulim, p. 54. On the 
pedagogical primacy of logic, see Summary of Aristotle, Metaph., 
p. 3; Summary of Aristotle, De physico auscultu, p. 2 (logic to be studied 
in the works of Farabi or the author’s own handbook, Al-mukhtasar 
as-saghir); Comm. on Pl. Rep., Il, xvi, 1 (priority of logic to 
mathematics). 

79 3.2. “to acquire knowledge of the legal categories”: at- 
tafaqquh fil-ahkam. figh and its derivatives refer to the professional 
activities of Islamic lawyers. I have translated them as “law’’, 
“legal’”’, etc. On the ahkdm see note 6; and L. Gauthier, “La racine 
arabe hukm et ses derivés’’, in Homenaje, pp. 435-54- 

3° 3.2. “legal syllogisms”: al-maqdayis al-fighiya. Miqyas is occa- 
sionally used by Ibn Rushd and I have translated it “syllogism” 
to distinguish it from giyds. But this is a convention: it is not certain 
that there is any distinction of meaning. The phrase here is prac- 
tically synonymous with al-qiyds al-fighi (3.6, etc.) and al-qiyas 
ash-shar‘-i (2.2, etc.). See notes 15 and 22. 

3* 3,1-3. “For just as . . . invalid’: The obligation referred to 
is to know a second-order study, the logic of the reasoning used in 
law. There are two steps in the inference, but the first is here 
omitted. (1) The lawyer has to infer an obligation to use reasoning 
in the practice of law. How this is inferred is explained in Bidaya, 
pp. 2-4: the lawyer is commanded by Scripture to assign all acts 
to their categories; but Scripture directly indicates the categories 
of a limited number only; thus for the remainder the lawyer is 
obliged to have recourse to legal reasoning (qgzyds shar‘i), which 
is ‘application of the category which is necessary for a certain 
thing by the Law to another thing on which it is silent’, on the 
ground of similarity or some other common element. (Biddya, 
p. 4.) Cf. Farabi, Ihsa’ al- ‘ulim, p. 107. On the controversy about 
the use of reasoning in law, see I. Goldziher, ZGhiriten, and J. 
Schacht, The origins of Muhammadan jurisprudence (Oxford, 1950). 
Legal reasoning was accepted in the Malikite school. It was 
rejected only by the Zahirites: Biddya, p. 2; I. Goldziher, A Ghiriten. 
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(2) The inference from the necessity of practising legal reasoning 
to the necessity of studying its logic is evidently parallel to the 
argument about the logic of science in the previous paragraph. 

3* 3,3. “He who would know [God]”: al-‘drif, more fully 
expressed in 3.6, al-‘arif billah. This is another example of Islamic 
colouring: Ibn Rushd uses a term with Sufi associations, but he 
refers to the philosophers, whose main occupation according to 
him is demonstrative, not mystical. See note 5, “‘philosophy’’; 
Gr., notes 13 and 14. 

33 3.7-10. “It cannot be objected . . . intellectual reasoning”’: 
A similar analogy is used by Ghazali, Ihya’, I, pp. 165-67, to 
defend the technicalities of Aaldm: just as the sciences of tradition, 
exegesis and law invented technical terms as soon as they were 
needed for the explanation of those subjects, so it is permissible 
for kaldm to invent such terms according to need. 

34 3.11. ““But most (masters) . . . [sacred] texts’?: All Muslims 
who accepted a Muttazilite, Ash‘arite, philosophical or other 
system of theology implicitly accepted the reasoning by which 
that system had been worked out (and hence would also accept 
the study of reasoning, logic). 

The “‘gross literalists’: al-Hashwiya. They are identified by 
A. S. Halkin, “The Hashwiyya’’, Journal of the American Oriental 
Society, 54 (1934), pp. 1-28, with the traditionists and the Han- 
balites. The “‘refutation”’ consists in pointing out that the Qur’dn 
itself is full of reasoning on religious problems (so that by its example 
it sanctions such reasoning by others): see Mandhiy, pp. 28-29. 
Cf. Ghazali, Ihya’, I, p. 167, the same argument; and Quzstds, 
pp. 160 ff., an account of syllogistic logic using examples from 
the Qur’dn (and without mention of Aristotle!). 

35 3.15-16. “‘each succeeding scholar . . . might be completed”’: 
See 4.11 ff, and note 41. 

36 9.16-1g. “For it is difficult . . . intellectual reasoning”: Cf. 
Kindi, Kitab al-Kindi ilal-Mu‘tasim, ed. A. F. Ahwani (Cairo, 1948), 
pp. 79-80; and Ghazali, Mizdn al-‘amal, p. 50: the same obser- 
vation about medicine. 

37 3.20-21. “regardless of whether . .. or not”: Cf. Kitab al-Kindi 
tlal-Mu‘tasim, p. 81; and Ghazali, Munqidh, p. 103. 

38 9.01 and 4.1. “sacrifice”: at-tadhkiya. Not “purification”, 
at-tazkiya, as Co., Gr. and Alonso: see Hourani, Note B. 

39 4.6. “and if it is all correct . . . draw attention to that”: 
Cf. 5.10-12; Aristotle, De animd, i, 2, 403b 20-23; Aristotle, Metaph., 
a, i, 993b 12-14, and Tafsir, pp. 8-10. 

4° 4.11. ‘from the art of demonstrative syllogisms”: min sind‘at 
al-ma‘rifa bil-maqayis al-burhaniya, lit. “from the art of the knowledge 
of demonstrative syllogisms’. Logic is often called a sind‘a, Gk. 
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techné; and sind‘a is applied by Ibn Rushd to other studies which 
we call ‘‘sciences’’, e:g. in 4.21-5.7. 

41 4.12, “one man after another’: wahid ba‘d wahid. Not “one 
topic after another’, as Mr. and Alonso; (Gr.’s translation is 
ambiguous). Taddwul means “circulation”, successive handling 
of the same thing by different persons, not of different things by 
the same person. The rest of the sentence shows that Ibn Rushd 
is thinking of a chain of scholars in successive generations; cf. also 
3.15-16, The idea was common currency among the Greek and 
Muslim philosophers. Aristotle, Soph. Elench., 34, 183b 27-33: 
“those who discovered the beginnings of them [rhetoric and most 
other arts] advanced them in all only a little way, whereas the 
celebrities of today are the heirs (so to speak) of a long succession 
of men who have advanced them bit by bit, and so have developed 
them to their present form .. .”. Cf. Aristotle, Metaph., a, 1, 
g93b 1-2, and Tafsir, p. 10 (a comment of approval). Kitab al-Kindi 
ilal-Mu'‘tasim, p. 80: Our present knowledge has only been collected 
in successive periods. Farabi, De Platonis philosophia, Ar. text, p. 20: 
In the ideal city divine and natural things should be studied by 
successive scholars; cf. p. 5. Farabi, Comm. on Risdlat Zayniin, p. 9: 
a chain of masters of philosophy, Socrates—Plato—Aristotle—Zeno. 
Ibn Sina, Introd. to Mantig al-mashrigiyin, quoted by S$. Dunya, 
Introd. to Risala Adhawiya (Cairo, 1949), p. 16: a chain, Farabi— 
anonymous—Ibn Sina. Ibn Tufayl, Hayy, p. 11: Mysticism has 
been understood ‘‘only by one individual after another’ (al-fard 
ba‘d al-fard)—this exclusiveness is a further development which 
sometimes appears; cf. Ibn Khaldiin, Mugaddima, III, p. 226, ~ Fr. 
tr. III, p. 246. See L. Gauthier, Introd. to Hayy, and ed., p. 127. 
See also L. Strauss, Persecution, pp. 46-55, on oral transmission of 
secret learning through single scholars in medieval Judaism. 

47 4.17-18. “unless by a revelation or something resembling 
revelation’: Too much is made of this statement by (1) Horten 
and (2) Alonso. (1) It does not show that revelation is regarded 
by Ibn Rushd as a mode of knowing which is altogether above 
natural human powers, as claimed by M. Horten, Texte zu dem 
Strette, p. 15. Ibn Rushd holds that revelation comes from God 
through the Active Intellect to prophets (Tahdfut, p. 516), and the 
prophet is a man with a remarkable imagination as well as intellect; 
but there is no sharp line dividing “natural” from ‘‘supernatural’”’ 
knowledge. See L. Gauthier, Théorie, pp. 124-58; Traité, Introd., 
pp. xi-xili; [bn Rochd, pp. 38-40. (2) The statement does not show 
that man learns certain facts about nature through revelation as 
affirmed by Alonso, p. 155, n. 2. That was Ghazali’s view regarding 
astronomy and medicine: Munqidh, pp. 139-40. Cf. Tahdfut, p. 208, 
and S. Van den Bergh’s note 125.2. But to Ibn Rushd such know- 
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ledge does not fall within the scope of the prophet’s special functions. 
Besides, the present passage does not say that scientific knowledge 
by revelation actually occurs; the argument is only that without 
“a revelation or something similar’ a single man certainly cannot 
learn much of a science. If someone says that something will not 
happen “unless a miracle occurs” we cannot infer that he believes 
miracles do occur in such cases. 

43 4.19-20. “about 150 or 160 times’: In Tahdfut, p. 207, 
he says ‘‘about 170 times”. Actually about 109 times (diameters). 

44 5.4. “except the West”: Ibn Rushd is probably including 
Andalus in al-.\Vaghrib. “The art of the principles of law” (sind‘at 
ustil al-figh) had been neglected there before the Almohad move- 
ment; the Malikite school had concentrated on applied law (‘zlm 
al-furi‘). 

45 5.12. “excusing them’: Cf. Aristotle, Soph. elench. 34, 184b 
2-8: If you find our investigation satisfactory, “‘there must remain 
for all of you, or for our students, the task of extending to us your 
pardon for the shortcomings of the inquiry, and for the discoveries 
thereof your warm thanks’; quoted with approval in Tafsir, 
pp. 1020-21. Cf. Kztab al-RKindi ilal-Mu‘tasim, pp. 79-80. M. Horten, 
Texte zu dem Streite, p. 15, is thus wholly mistaken in attributing 
to Ibn Rushd’s saying an Islamic meaning: namely that the ancient 
philosophers should be excused because they were unable to reach 
by natural means certain truths, which the Muslims have received 
from revelation. 

46 5.15. “two qualities, . . . moral virtue”: See 5.18-21 and 
note 48, on the full qualifications for understanding philosophy. 
The two mentioned here are the preconditions for attempting 
a study of it. | 

47 5.18. “estrangement from God the Exalted”: Cf. Tafsir, 
pp. 1135-36: the Ash‘arites blocked the gate of theoretical study, 
in their ignorance of true religion. 

48 5.01. “these causes”: The four causes of deficiency in philo- 
sophic understanding listed here may be reduced to three by 
grouping together unorganized study and lack of a teacher. They 
then constitute the reverse of the three requisites of philosophic 
understanding, which are referred to often by Ibn Rushd and have 
a long history in Greek and Muslim philosophy. The three requisites 
are, in sum: (1) Natural intelligence and desire for good, (2) sound 
morals based on good upbringing, (3) sound intellectual education. 

In Plato’s Republic, ii-vii, the formation of the philosophic rulers 
is described at length in these terms and in this order. Cf. also his 
Epistle, vii, 341d-344d. Aristotle in Eth. Nic. conceives the require- 
ments for a satisfactory contemplative life in the same way. Cf. esp. 
Eth. Nic., x, 9, 1179b 20-30: “‘Now some think that we are made 
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good by nature, others by habituation, others by teaching.” 
Aristotle accepts all three causes, but here stresses the second: 
‘“‘Nature’s part evidently does not depend on us, . . .; while argu- 
ment and teaching .. . are not powerful with all men, but the soul 
of the student must first have been cultivated by means of habits 
. .. For he who lives as passion directs will not hear argument that 
dissuades him, nor understand it if he does .. .”’ Also Aristotle, 
Metaph., a, 3, 995a 6-14. Pseudo-Empedocles, quoted in M. Asin 
Palacios, [bn Masarra, p. 193, on philosophy: “He who studies 
it must have a pure mind, a penetrating imagination, and little 
care for this world.” 

Farabi, Tahsil, pp. 44-45, gives the qualifications for being a 
philosopher: he refers to Pl. Rep., and connects moral education 
with ‘‘true belief in the opinions of the religion in which he was 
born, clinging to the virtuous acts of his religion”, etc. Cf. Comm. 
on Risdlat Layniin, p. 9; Siyasat, pp. 46-48, on the need of a teacher. 
Ibn Sina, Jshdradt, pp. 222, the three requisites. Ghazali, Ihya’, 
I, p. 170: “The learned man should limit his instruction in this 
science to those who possess three qualities: exclusive application 
and devotion to learning . . .”, natural intelligence, and good 
morals and piety. Ghazali, Al-arba‘in fi usiil ad-din, p. 25, quoted 
by S. Dunya in Introd. to Ibn Sina, Risdla Adhawiya (Cairo, 
1949), pp- 6-7. 

Ibn Rushd, Fas! 5.15, 18.8-10. Mandhy, p. 42: Mortification of 
the passions is only of use as a condition of study and knowledge. 
Comm. on Pl. Rep., I, iv, 6: Philosophers defective in morality will 
be a cause of disgrace and discredit to philosophy, “‘as is the case 
in this present time”. Tahdfut, p. 256; pp. 361-62 gives the three 
qualifications for study of philosophy as natural intelligence, 
perseverance and leisure. Tafsir, pp. 45-47, stresses the importance 
of a good nature and connects the classes of mind (demonstrative, 
etc.) with grades of natural intelligence. 

Finally, two reference from thirteenth-century historians. Ibn 
Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyin al-anba’, II, p. 75: Aba Bakr Ibn Zuhr, a 
contemporary and friend of Ibn Rushd, refused to teach logic to 
two medical students in Seville until they had studied Scripture 
and persevered in observing its prescriptions. Marrakushi, 
Mu‘jib, p. 175: When Ibn Tufayl proposed to Ibn Rushd the task 
of commenting on Aristotle, he said: “ ‘I expect you will be equal 
to it, from what I know of the excellence of your mind, the purity 
of your nature, and the strength of your application to science’ ”’. 

49 6.1-3. “For this manner of harm . . . by accident’: Aristotle, 
Soph. elench., 5, 166b 28-30: “Fallacies, then, that depend on Acci- 
dent occur whenever any attribute is claimed to belong in a like 
manner to a thing and to its accident.” 
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° 6.3-5. “This was the thought . . . that lied’’: found in Bukhari, 
Muslim, ef al.: see Wensinck, Concordance, I, p. 191, s.v. batn. 
Cf. Qur’dn, xvi, 69, on honey as a remedy. The point as I under- 
stand it is that the Prophet’s prescription was right for typical 
cases, but not for accidentally abnormal ones. 

5* 6.6-7. “some of the most vicious people . . . through their 
study of them”: Cf. Plato, Rep., vi, 495b-496a, the parable of the 
bald tinker; Ibn Rushd, Comm. on Pl. Rep., Il, iv, 6, referred to 
in note 48. 

5? 6,12-14. “practical virtue . . . intellectual virtue’: On the 
two kinds of virtue or excellence (a/-fadila, Gk. areté), see Aristotle, 
Eth. Nic., vi, 1-2: Intellectual virtue is the best state of the scientific 
part of the soul, “by which we contemplate (thedroumen) the kind 
of things whose originative causes are invariable” (vi, 1139a 6-8); 
the good of this part is truth. Practical or moral virtue is the best 
state of the calculative part of the soul, ‘‘by which we contemplate 
variable things” (vi, 1, 1139a 8); the good of this part is “truth in 
agreement with right desire’”’ (vi, 2, 1139a 30-31). Cf. also i, 13 
and ii, 1. Lawyers (al-fugaha’) have to possess practical virtue 
because jurisprudence (al-figh) consists in discovering right practice 
from Scripture (Fasl, 19. 1-4). 

53 6.14. Summary: The following section forms a transition 
between the subjects of the first two “chapters’’. It brings in a new. 
point, the three methods of assent, which is important in the 
following chapters. } 

54 6.15. “true”: hagq. Gr. translates as “de bon aloi”’ (“‘genuine’’), 
here and in 7.6. He defends this in note 21 on the ground that 
Scripture consists of symbols for the use of the people, which for 
the philosopher are not strictly true. I do not think this is a sufficient 
reason for not translating haqq as “‘true’”’. Fasl is an exoteric work 
and was not meant to give away the secret thoughts of philosophers. 
“True”? has the same ambiguity as hagqg and may embrace the 
notion of “genuine’’. But ‘““genuine”’ does not cover all the meaning 
that Ibn Rushd meant to convey (to the public at least) by “true’’. 
This is especially clear in 7.6: “... this religion is hagg and summons 
to the study which leads to the knowledge of the hagq’. Here the 
second hagg must be “true”, and the argument requires that the 
first hagg should have the same meaning. Cf. also 7.8-9: “‘al-hagq 
does not oppose al-hagq’’, referring to philosophy and religion. 
Since philosophy is true, religion too is being called “true” in 
some sense (and here Gr. translates as ‘‘vertté’”’). Finally it should be 
remembered that for Ibn Rushd Scripture contains both za@fir and 
bdtin, and the inner meaning (bdtin) is true in the literal sense. 
Gauthier’s argument is based on an erroneous equation of Scripture 
with the symbolic zdhir alone. 
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55 6.16. “that [end]: dhdlika, which is vague. I understand 
it to refer to the attamment of happiness through religion. 

56 6.17-21. “For the natures of man are on different levels . . . 
demonstrative arguments’: The three grades of intellect correspond 
to the three kinds of sound reasoning: see 2.16-17 and note 25. 
This development of Aristotelian logic was current among the 
Muslim philosophers. Possibly the scheme was suggested by Plato’s 
classification of types of soul in the Republic (though Plato’s scheme 
has a different basis). Cf. Farabi, De Platonis philosophia, p. 22; 
Comm. on Risdlat Zayniin, p. 8; Tahsil, pp. 36-38, 40-41. But Farabi 
distinguishes only two classes: the élite, al-khdssa, who are taught 
by demonstrative proofs, and the masses, al-‘démma or al-jumhir, 
who are taught by “‘persuasive’’ and “‘imaginative” methods. The 
same two in Ibn Hazm, Fisal, in M. Asin Palacios, Abenhazam, 
pp. 184-87. The three classes appear in Ghazali, Qustds, pp. 188-95, 
with the middle class named ahl al-jadal; in Munqidh, pp. 80-83, 84, 
the theologians are described in terms appropriate to dialectical 
thinkers, but not named as such. 

Ibn Rushd on the dialectical class: Fasl, p. 24, they are tacitly 
identified with the theologians (mutakallimin); Manahy, pp. 56-57, 
they are essentially a sub-class of “the masses’’ (al-jumhir) ; Manahij, 
pp. 67-68, they have doubts but cannot solve them, they see the 
ambiguities in Scripture but cannot explain them, they are like 
sick people who cannot take the normal diet. 

57 7.1-3. “except him who stubbornly . . . neglect of such 
matters”: Cf. 15.2-4, where the same two kinds of person, the 
stubborn and the careless, are called unbelievers. 

' 38 7.9. “ ‘the white man’”: ‘al-ahmar’, lit. “ ‘the red man’ ”, 
referring to the peoples of Europe, Western Asia and North Africa 
whom we now call white. 

59 7.5-6. “ ‘Summon ... by wisdom and by good preaching, 
and debate with them... ”: Qur’dn, xvi, 125. “‘ ‘Wisdom’ ”’ is 
al-hikma, a common name for philosophy, see note on 1.1, 
“‘philosophy”’. “‘ ‘Preaching’ ”’ is al-maw‘iza, suggesting also oratory, 
rhetoric, al-khitab. “‘ ‘Debate’ ”’ is jadil, suggesting dialectic, al-jadal. 
Thus the quotation is neatly used to give Qur’anic sanction to the 
three Aristotelian types of reasoning. It is not surprising to find 
terms of Arabic philosophy in the Qur'an: Qur’anic words were 
naturally chosen by Arabic theologians and philosophers in 
building their vocabulary. The same quotation had already been 
used for the same purpose by Ghazali, Qistas, pp. 156-57, and 
Iam, p. 59, = Span. tr. M. Asin Palacios, Justo medio, p. 417. 
There is an allusion to the three methods in the same Qur’anic 
words by Ibn Tufayl, Hayy, p. \e\; but Hayy found all three 
methods unavailing with most people. 
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[CHAPTER Two] 

6° 7.6. Summary: The axiom contained in this important little 
section, that two truths cannot conflict, had been applied by 
Farabi in Zam‘ to Plato and Aristotle. Jam‘, pp. 1-3: Philosophy is 
knowledge of one reality; Plato and Aristotle are philosophers; 
therefore they must know the same reality and cannot disagrees 
Their apparent disagreements are explained in the remainder of 
jam‘. Cf. Ton Tufayl, Hayy, pp. \¢¢-¢0: the harmony of Asal’. 
religion and Hayy’s philosophy. 

6t 79-10. “an act... reasoning from Scripture”: Cf. Bidaya, 
pp. 2-4: The number of possible acts 1s infinite, while the texts of 
Scripture and the acts and decisions of the Legislator are finite. 
In cases where these sources are silent, the lawyer has to apply 
givas shar‘i. See note 31, on legal reasoning. The point of the parallel 
is simply the absence of contradiction between ‘‘unmentioned”’ 
knowledge and Scripture. The inference of legal knowledge from 
Scripture is, I think, referred to incidentally, since Islam does not 
require that all scientific knowledge should be inferred from 
Scripture. 

62 15-18. “The meaning . . . metaphorical speech”: Ibn Rushd 
is not thinking of mystical meanings intimately related to the words 
in the manner described by H. Corbin, Avicenne et le récit vistonnaire 
(iemerany 1954), 11, pp. 32 fi.: sée my imtrod., pp. 27-28. The 
inner meanings according to Ibn Rushd are matters of rational 
knowledge. And they are not allegorical fancies to be read into the 
text at will, but are really intended by the author of Scripture: 
see Alonso’s note ad loc. Their presence can be discovered by 
demonstrative reasoning. 

** ‘allegorical interpretation’ ’’: ‘at-ta’wil’. 

“real”: hagigiya, equivalent to dhdati, ‘‘essential’’, in Mandhi, 
125.16; both are used by Ghazali, Faysal, p. 34. 

“‘metaphorical’’:. majaziya. Here it is used in a general sense 
for all meanings that are not hagigiya; for a more specialized sense 
see Manahij, 125.16. 

Other contrasting terms used by Ibn Rushd as approximately 
equivalent to the above: “the apparent meaning”, az-zdhir, and 
“the inner meaning”’, al-batin; ‘‘the symbol’’, al-mithal, and “the 
symbolized”’, al-mumaththal. 

“Arabic”: The standard language by which Scripture must be 
interpreted was generally taken to be that of Scripture itself and 
that of the pre-Islamic Arabs as preserved in their poetry. But 
Ibn Hazm rejected the latter: see I. Goldziher, Zahiriten, pp. 125-26. 

63 718-20. “Now if the lawyer . . .”: When can the lawyer 
interpret Scripture metaphorically? Not in order to harmonize 
it with legal knowledge from some external source, for Scripture 
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must prevail over any such source. But if two passages of Scripture 
appear to contradict each other, they must be reconciled by har- 
monizing interpretation. See J. Schacht, Origins, pp. 13 ff. 

The proper treatment of Scripture in relation to legal and 
scientific knowledge may now be summarized in the following 
manner, reflecting Ibn Rushd’s doctrine: 

1. Legal truth unmentioned in Scripture must be inferred 
from it; 

and scientific truth unmentioned in Scripture can some- 
times be inferred from it. 7 

2. (a) Legal statements in Scripture which harmonize with 
other statements in it, or scientific statements in it which 
harmonize with external scientific truth, must be accepted 
in their apparent meaning. 

(b) Legal statements in Scripture which conflict with 
other more authoritative statements in it, or scientific state- 
ments in it which conflict with external scientific truth, must 
be interpreted allegorically. 

64 4 90. “reasoning based on opinion”: giyds zanni. Legal 
reasoning had often been opposed by scholars because of its seem- 
ingly arbitrary character. . 

65 8.2, “doubted by no believer”: Cf. Ghazali, Faysal, pp. 85-87: 
All sects have used ta’wil; even Ibn Hanbal interpreted three 
Traditions metaphorically, and he would have been forced to do 
this more often if he had been more of an intellectual. Jhya’, I, 
pp. 178-80: Ibn Hanbal was extreme in his attitude to ta’wil. 
But Ibn Hazm rejected ta’wil altogether. 

66 8.3-4. “to reconcile the assertions of intellect and tradition”: 
al-jam* bayn al-ma‘qil wal-mangil. Cf. Ibn Tufayl, Hayy, p. \¢¢; 
‘Asal had no doubt that all the things revealed in Scripture con- 
cerning God . . . were symbols of these things which Hayy Ibn 
Yaqzan had seen. The eyes of his heart were opened, the fire of his 
thought was kindled, and the assertions of intellect and tradition 
fitted together in his mind (tatdbaga ‘indahu al-ma‘qil wal-mangiil). 
The methods of ta’wil became accessible to him’’, etc. 

67 8.6. “that allegorical interpretation”: dhdlik at-ta’wil, some- 
thing identical in content with ‘“‘the conclusion of demonstration’, 
really contained in the (first) ‘‘statement in Scripture’, and obtain- 
able from its apparent meaning by ta’wil. 

6 8.7. “the Muslims are unanimous”: ajma‘a al-Muslimin. bn 
Rushd accepts the principle of zjma‘ and argues on that basis in the 
following pages. Cf. Mandahij, 72.3-5, where he criticizes Ghazali’s 
Faysal for allowing allegorical interpretations regardless of whether 
they transgress ijmda‘. As a lawyer and judge Ibn Rushd could not 
but admit ijma‘. Cf. Biddya, pp. 5-6. 
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°9 8.9. “the Ash‘arites . . . allegorical interpretation”: The 
followers of Ash‘arit (873-935) allowed (a’wil of anthropomorphic 
passages in Scripture. Cf. 20.20-21.1: Their interpretations are 
dialectical and popular, and generally less sound than those of the 
Mut tazilites. 23.20-14.1: The Ash‘arites used allegory less frequently 
than the Mut'tazilites. Cf. Mandhij, p. 42. 

7 8.9. “the verse about God’s directing Himself”: dyat al- 
istiwa’. Quran, il, 29: “He it is who has created for you all that 
is on earth; then He directed Himself towards the heaven and made 
them [sic] seven heavens. He is the knower of all things.”’ Cf. vii, 54; 
and xli, 11, quoted below at 13.11-12. The Ash‘arites objected 
to the physical implications of a literal “direction” taken by God. 

™ 8.9. “the Tradition about His descent’: hadith an-nuzil. 
“God descends to the heaven of the lower world’, i.e. of our 
sublunary sphere. Wensinck, Concordance, s.v. sama’; Bukhari, 
REV, 35, etc. 

7 8.9-10. “the Hanbalites take them in their apparent meaning”’: 
They did not interpret them physically, but simply refused to 
interpret them at all, accepting the literal meaning without seeking 
an explanation (b/d kayfa). The traditionist Tirmidhi (d. a.p. 892), 
when asked for an explanation of this verse, replied: “‘ “Descent? 
is understood, but the manner is unknown; faith in it is obligatory, 
questions about it are heresy”: Ibn Khallikan, Wafaydt al-a‘yan, 
ed. Wiistenfeld, No. 583, p. 103. 

73 8.11-12. “The reason why .. . which reconciles them”: 
Cf. Ibn Sina, Najat, p. 500, on the duties of a prophet: “‘And there 
is no harm if his discourse includes enigmas and hints, to summon 
those naturally qualified for theoretical study to philosophic 
research about religious observances and their utility in this life 
and the next.” 

“which reconciles them”: al-jdémi‘ baynahad; “them” refers to 
the apparent contradictions. 

74 8.13-14. “* ‘He it is . . . well grounded in science’ ”: Qur’ dn, 
iii, 7. The relevant parts of the verse are ‘other [verses] are am- 
biguous . . . No one knows their interpretation except God and 
those who are well grounded in science’. See 10.6-9 and note 87, 
on Ibn Rushd’s interpretation of this verse; see that note for the 
full quotation. He assumes, quite safely, that his readers know the 
verse. See Gr., n. 25. Ibn Rushd’s belief that the contradictions 
in Scripture are deliberate lacks any historical or critical basis: 
see Alonso, p. 164, n. 4. 

75 8.14-16. ‘It may be objected: ‘ ... they have disagreed’ ”: 
The threefold division of texts of Scripture in this passage corre- 
sponds roughly and superficially to the threefold division elaborated 
in 14.12-16.19. But the bases of the divisions are different: here it is 
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ijma‘, there it is an objective character of the texts themselves. And 
here, though Ibn Rushd admits the principle of zmd‘, he does not 
admit that it ever applies in fact to texts on dogma; whereas in 
the later passage he is working out a theory of his own, which he 
thinks is really applicable to such texts. 

7 8.18. “Aba Hamid”: Ghazali (1059-1111). Nine works of 
Ghazali are referred to by Ibn Rushd in Mandhy, pp. 69-72: see 
Alonso, p. 166, n. 1. Others in Tahdfut: see S. van den Bergh, 
Index to Notes. 

77 “Abul-Ma‘ali”: Juwayni (1028-85), Ash‘arite theologian, 
known as Imam al-Haramayn; Ghazali’s teacher at Nishapur. 
Ibn Rushd refers to his Nizadmiya (Manahy, p. 38), and his Irshad 
ne ae 

7 8.20. “in matters like these”: i.e. matters of theory or belief, 
not matters of practices or morals. For Ghazali’s view see Faysal, 

pp. 87-95. 

79 9.4. “‘unassailable authority”: nag/l tawatur. This is defined by 
Najm ad-din an-Nasafi (d. 1142) as “‘the narrative established by 
the tongues of people of whom it is inconceivable that they would 
agree together on a falsehood. It brings about necessary knowledge 
such as the knowledge of former kings in past times and of distant 
countries”: Eng. tr. E. Elder in A commentary on the creed of Islam 
lay York, 1950), p. 15. See Goichon, s.v. tawdturi, mutaw4tirat. 

° g.1o-11. “ “Speak to people . . . lying’ ”’: Wensinck, Con- 
BAKERS s.v. haddatha; ogee lil, 49. 

* g.11. “‘early believers” : as-salaf. Cf. Tbn Tufayl, Hayy, p. \oo: 
In revealing hidden lI ‘we have abandoned the way of the 
eae early believers” who were sparing in this matter. 

2 9.14-16. “The situation is different . . handed down to us”: 
This negative rule for establishing zjma@‘ was no doubt necessary 
if the law was to make any use of the principle. But even in practical 
matters a stricter, positive rule was demanded by opponents of 
yma. E.g. Shafi‘i, as summarized by Schacht: “The consensus 
of the majority of those scholars on whom one happens to possess 
information cannot be used as an argument, and no inference may 
be drawn regarding the opinion of those scholars of whom nothing 
is known”: J. Schacht, Origins, p. 92. Others opposed 1jma‘ because 
it is impossible to know all who were qualified mujtahids, or whether 
they all agreed that it is permissible to give out their opinions: 
Juwayni, Waraqat, fol. 33b, in I. Goldziher, <Ghiriten, p. 33. But 
the lawyers’ objections to zjma‘ sprang from a desire to restrict the 
sources of law as far as possible to the Qur’dn and the sunna of the 
Prophet, whereas Ibn Rushd’s objections are inspired by the aim 
of ee latitude to philosophers. 

83 9.19. “Aba Nasr”: Farabi (d. 950). 
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84 9.19. “Ibn Sina”: Avicenna (980-1037). 

85 9.20. “The disintegration”: At-tahGfut, ie. Tahafut al-falastfa, 
“The disintegration of the philosophers’, completed in Baghdad, 1095. 
For discussions of the meaning of taha@fut see L. Gauthier, Théorie, 
p. 99, n. 1; M. Bouyges, Introd. to Tahdfut al-faldsifa (Beirut, 1927), 
pp. x-xi; L. Gardet, “Raison et foi en Islam’, Revue Thomiste, 
43 (1937), PP- 437-78, and 44 (1938), pp. 145-67, 342-78. 

10.1-3. ““We answer . . . can only be tentative”: Ibn Rushd’s 
answer at this point is that Ghazali could not have meant what he 
said in Tahdfut al-falasifa, because his assertion there is overruled 
by his more general statement in Faysal, pp. 87-89 (see above, 
8.20 and note). But this cannot be correct, for in Faysal too he says 
that the philosophers’ views on two of the three questions must be 
condemned as unbelief: pp. 90-91. The explanation seems to be 
that Ghazali does condemn them but not on grounds of ijma‘. (Ibn 
Rushd should have seen this, since in Mandhij, p. 72, he criticizes 
Ghazali for admitting that ta’wil could be acceptable even if it 
violates yma‘). Ghazali’s condemnation of the philosophic doctrines 
has a more objective basis: his theory of interpretation, worked out 
in Faysal, pp. 80 ff. Its general principle is that Scripture must not 
be understood metaphorically if it can be understood in a more 
literal sense. See Alonso, p. 170, n. I. 

“The distinction”: Faysal, i.e. K. faysal at-tafriqa bayn al-Islam 
waz-zandaga, ‘“The book of the decisive distinction between Islam 
and heathenism”, written some years after Ghazali’s departure 
from Baghdad in 1095. 

“tentative”: fthi thtimal. Lane gives muhtamal as ‘“‘possible’’. 
Ibn Rushd in Bidaya, pp. 3-4, contrasts muhtamal with zdahir, as that 
which is less clearly indicated by a text. 

87 10.6-9. “These are ‘those who are well grounded . . .” among 
the unlearned”: Qur’dn, iii, 7. The verse in full can be rendered 
as follows (I omit punctuation at the point of ambiguity). “He it is 
who has sent down to you the Book, containing certain verses 
clear and definite—they are the essence of the Book—and others 
ambiguous. Now those in whose hearts is mischief go after the 
ambiguous passages, seeking discord and seeking to interpret them 
allegorically. But no one knows their interpretation except God 
and those who are well grounded in science they say ‘“We believe in it, 
it is all from our Lord; but only men of intelligence give heed”’ ’. 

The italicized words may be punctuated in two ways: (1) The 
full stop may be placed after ‘God’; thus the learned are excluded 
from those who know the allegorical interpretations. The attitude 
of the learned to those verses is then one of belief and heeding, 
while at the same time they recognize their inability to understand 
them. (2) The stop may be put after ‘science’; thus the learned are 
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included in those who know the allegorical interpretations. Their 
attitude is then to say no more than that they believe in them, while 
hinting in the last sentence that men of intelligence understand 
them. 

Ibn Rushd prefers (2), but the reason he gives here is not very 
convincing: that the superiority in the belief of the learned consists 
in their knowing the interpretations demonstratively. Apart from 
the anachronism of finding Greek logical concepts in the Qur'an, 
there is another explanation which seems more in accord with its 
spirit: the belief of the learned is superior to that of the mischief- 
makers because the former humbly recognize the limits of their 
own understanding and the obligation to believe without going 
into the ambiguous verses. This explanation implies (1). But (1) is 
sounder for several reasons of sense and grammar. See L. Gauthier, 
Théorie, pp. 59-68; Trazté, n. 25. 

Other references to this verse in Fasl: 8.13-14; 16.12-13 and 
21.16-19, where Ibn Rushd recommends (1) for popular con- 
sumption. Mandhi, 125.3-4, 126-15. 

88 y0.10. “this [belief]: ie. “the belief which is based on 
demonstration”. Ar. hddhd alone, which is ambiguous; but I do 
not think it can refer to “demonstration” (as Gr. tr., “celle-c1’, 
Alonso, “la cual’’), because demonstration as such is not limited 
to interpretation of Scripture. The Escurial MS. has a marginal 
gloss iman (‘belief’). 

89 10.9-11. “God has described . . . allegorical interpretation” : 
This sentence expands the argument of the last; it connects a 
superior belief with allegorical interpretation by the link of demon- 
strative reasoning. Superior belief must be based on demonstration, 
and the only relevant use of demonstration is in determining allegori- 
cal interpretations. 

For Ibn Rushd’s identification of the “men of sound learning”’ 
mentioned in the Quran with the “demonstrative scholars”, cf. 
Mandhij, 39.20-21 and 54.6-7. The former passage is criticized by 
Ibn Taymiya, Al-jam‘ bayn al-‘aql wan-nagl in Falsafat Ibn Rushd 
(Cairo, no date, Rahmaniya Press), p. 133. 

9° 10.12-13. “and if this belief. . . interpretation”: a repetition 
of the preceding argument, in 10.9-11. 

9* 10.14. “those [verses] have”: lahad. The reference must be to 
“the ambiguous verses”, mutashabihat, in Qur'an, ili, 7. This ante- 
cedent has not been quoted in the text but would be in the minds 
of readers. 

” 10.16. “general unanimity”: ijma* mustafid. Mustafid is lit. 
“‘widespread”’, “‘broadcast’’. See Gr., n. 32. 

93 10.17. Summary: On the question of God’s knowledge of 
particulars, and on the other two philosophical questions, Ibn 
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Rushd in Fas/ says just enough to refute Ghazali’s charges of irreli- 
gion against the philosophers. I shall follow his example in the 
notes on these questions, and not attempt a commentary on the 
philosophical points at issue. Ibn Rushd’s doctrine on God’s 
knowledge of particulars is explained more fully in Tahdfut, pp. 
455-68, answering Ghazali point by point; Damima; Summary of 
Aristotle, Metaph., pp. 152-53; Tafsir, pp. 1706-8; Mandhij, pp. 51-52. 
Cf. Ben Maym6n, Guide, Part 3, chs. 16, 20-21. 

9# 10,17-18. “In addition to all this . . . does not know par- 
ticulars at all’’: Ghazali’s attack on the philosophers is in Tahdfut 
al-falasifa, 13th discussion, pp. 223-38. See Alonso, p. 172, n. 1, 
on Ghazali’s own view of God’s knowledge. 

95 11.3-4. “many names... light and darkness”: Such polarity 
of meaning is recorded frequently in the dictionaries of classical 
Apabic. See Gr., n. 94: 

9° 11.6. “We have devoted . . . one of our friends”: The refer- 
ence is to Damima. See notes 198 and 19g. 

97? 11.8. “true visions”: ar-ru’ya as-sddiqa, lit. “the true vision”; 
but I have avoided the sing. “‘vision’” which has another meaning, 
“insight”. 

9% 11.6-10. “But how can anyone imagine . . . rules the 
universe ?”?: Cf. Damima, 131.11-13. This view is not supported 
by Aristotle, De divinatione per somnum: It is unlikely that God is the 
cause of premonitions in dreams, because they occur to inferior 
persons more often than to the wisest and best (1, 462b, 20-22 
and 2, 464c 19-24). Further, ““On the whole, . . . it may be con- 
cluded that dreams are not sent by God”’, for they occur to some 
of the lower animals (2, 463b, 11-15). 

99 11.15. Summary. The philosophical question, whether the 
world was eternal in the past (gadim) or originated (muhdath) at 
a finite past time aroused great interest in the medieval Arabic 
world. See esp. Farabi, Jam‘, pp. 22-25; Ghazali, Tahdfut al- 
falasifa; Ibn Rushd, Tahdafut; Manahiy, pp. 79-92; Ben Maymon, 
Guide, Part 1, chs. 69, 71, 74, 75, Part 2, chs. 2, 13-22, 25. Abu 
Ya‘qub asked Ibn Rushd about the opinion of the philosophers on 
this question, at the interview: Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, p. 174. The 
first question of the Emperor Frederick II to Ibn Sab‘in was 
about Aristotle’s doctrine of the eternity of the world: Al-mas@ ul” 
as-Sigiliya, extracts ed. M. Amari, ‘Questions philosophiques 
adressés aux savants musulmans par l’empereur Fréderic IT’, 
Journal Asiatique, 5th Series, 1 (1853), pp. 240-74. 

On the particular topic discussed here, the comparison of philo- 
sophic and Ash‘arite doctrines of the world, Ibn Rushd wrote a 
special treatise, described by Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a as showing “that 
the doctrines of the Peripatetics and of the Muslim theologians on 
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the manner of existence of the world are close to each other”: 
‘Uyiin al-anb@ , U1, pp. 77-78. This treatise exists in a medieval Hebrew 
translation: ed. M. Worms, Die Lehre von der Anfangslosigkeite der 
Welt (Miinster, 1900), pp. 66-70. Its argument agrees with this 
passage of Fasl. Cf. also Tahdfut, p. 124. 

709 19.5. “the Maker”: al-fail. Or “the Agent”. Cf. 11.20, “an 
efficient cause’, sabab fail; 12.8, “‘an agent’, fa‘il. 

Tor 19.13. “that it”: annahu, referring directly to past being; 
but also to past time, whose finitude is dependent on that of being, 
see 12.10-11. , 

102 Tbn Rushd’s understanding of Pl. Timaeus is probably in- 
correct: see F. M. Cornford, Plato’s cosmology (London, 1937), 
pp. 24-26. He is following Farabi, Jam‘, p. 22. Ghazali knew the 
view of some Greek commentators that Plato did not believe in the 
temporal beginning of the world or the finitude of time: Tahafut 
al-falasifa, p. 21. 

703 12.15. “generated”: ka’in. Cf. al-kawn wal-fasad, “generation 
and corruption’’. On the meanings of kana see A.-M. Goichon, 
La philosophie d’Avicenne et son influence en Europe medievale (Paris, 
1944), pp. 61 ff; and Lexique, s.v. kawn. , 

04 12.20. “ ‘coeval with time’”’: azaliyan, Gk. agenéion; the 
general words for that which is never transformed so long as it 
exists, in past, present, or future, in contrast with things which 
arise out of something else and are dissolved into something else. 
But it may be conceived as brought into existence by an agent, 
though not out of any pre-existing matter. 

705 13.1-3. ‘“‘contraries such as the theologians suppose . . . 
not the case”: Ibn Rushd means that “pre-eternity”’ (gidam) and 
“coming into existence” (hudith) in their loose sense, as they are 
commonly applied to the world, are not contraries. In their strict 
sense, as defined above in [1] and [2], the two terms are contraries. 

106 13.4. “these opinions”: i.e. those of the theologians about the 
creation of the world. 

797 13.5-6. “‘its form really is originated”: The form of the world 
is muhdatha in approximately the sense defined above, 11.20-12.3: 
it is brought into existence by an efficient cause and out of some- 
thing else (a previous form, not matter). According to this view 
the Creation of the world described in Scripture consisted in its 
being given its present form, not its being brought into existence 
as matter—it already existed as matter but in another form. 
Cf. Tahdfut, p. 396. 

108 13.7-8. “ ‘He it is. . . on the water’ ”: Qur'an, xi, 7. The 
anterior existence of matter, which Ibn Rushd noticed in the 
Qur’anic accounts of the Creation, can also be seen in Genesis, i. 
See L. Gauthier, Jbn Rochd, p. 198. 
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99 13.10. ““‘On the day .. and the heavens as well’: Qur’ an, 
xiv, 48. 

rt 13.11-12. “““Then He directed Himself . . . smoke’”: 
Qur’ dn, xli, 11. Cf. Qur'an, ii, 29, and vii, 54. 

™* 13.15-16. “Then how is it conceivable . . . by a school of 
philosophers!”: Ibn Rushd implies that the philosophers (al- 
hukama’) of Islam are among the learned whose assent is required 
to establish zjma‘. 

13.17. Summary: There follows in 13.17-16.19 what appears 
at first sight to be a long digression on excusable and inexcusable 
error. In reality this doctrine of error provides an elaborate founda- 
tion for the answer to the third charge against the philosophers, 
taken up at 16.19. 

™3 13,17-18. “It seems... in error”: The question that has just 
been discussed was whether to interpret allegorically the verses 
of the Qur’an about the Creation. Because of the difficulty of deciding 
the question, these texts fall into class [iii] described below, 16.15-19, 
on which disagreement among scholars is to be expected and error 
by anyone of them is excusable. 

The “merit”? and “excuse”? referred to are obtainable at the 
balancing of accounts on the Day of Judgement. The discussion 
now moves from the plane of 7jma‘ to a more objective level, where 
the rightness of beliefs is determined by the care with which 
judgement is exercised, within the limits of each man’s capacity 
and qualifications. The excusing of error by scholars is in line with 
the well-known Tradition quoted below at 14.1-2, as well as with 
Aristotelian sentiment; cf. 5.12 and note 45. 

™4 +3.18-20. “‘For assent to a thing ... or not to stand up”: 
It is clear enough that this doctrine has an Aristotelian source, 
but less clear what precisely that source is. H. A. Wolfson has 
linked it to Aristotle’s doctrine of pistis, ‘‘faith’’ or “judgement of 
truth’, as a function of the theoretical intellect: hence it cannot 
depend on free choice which is “the result of the cooperation of 
practical intellect with desire”. He refers to Eth. Nic., vi, 2, 1139a 
21-26, and De animé, iii, 10, 433a 22-25: in “The double faith theory 
in Clement, Saadia, Averroes and St. Thomas, and its origin in 
Aristotle and the Stoics”’, Jewish Quarterly Review, N.S. 33 (1942-43), 
pp. 213-64, esp. pp. 215-18. The doctrine might also be considered 
as a development of what Aristotle says about involuntary ignorance 
in Eth. Nic., iii, 1 and 5; but it involves a considerable extension 
of Aristotle’s theory at this point. 

15 13.20. “free choice is a condition of obligation”: Aristotle, 
Eth. Nic., iii, 1-5. Quran, ii, 233, and other passages: God does not 
require of anyone what is beyond his capacity. See “Taklif”’, 
Encyclopaedia of Islam, 1st ed. (Leiden, 1913-38). 
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116 14,1-9, “ ‘If the judge . . . a sumgle reward “*: kcierences 
in Wensinck, Concordance, s.v. ijtahada; Bukhari, 96, 21, etc. The 
right to exercise personal judgement (itihdd) in law was limited 
by Shafi'i to cases not explicitly decided by the Quran, the Tradi- 
tions or ijma‘. In such cases, “scholars must exert their own judge- 
ment in search of an indication (shubha) in one of these three sources; 
he who is qualified for this research is entitled to hold the opinion 
which he finds implied in Koran, sunna, or consensus; if a problem 
is capable of two solutions, either opinion may be held as the 
result of systematic reasoning, but this occurs only rarely”: Shafi‘, 
K. al-umm (Cairo, 1903-7), VII, p. 261, Eng. tr. J. Schacht, Origins, 
| a 

7 14,2-5. “And what judge . . . obliges them to study”: On 
the extension of the doctrine of itihdd from legal to philosophic 
judgements, and its combination with Greek theories of the will, 
see L. Gauthier, Théorie, p. 104. The “judgement” of both judge 
and scholar is called hukm: see L. Gauthier, “La racine arabe 
hukm et ses derivés’’, in Homenaje, pp. 435-54. The extension of 
ijtihad to matters of belief is supported by Ghazali, Faysal, p. 79, 
where he says: If you claim to follow reason you cannot at the same 
time condemn as unbelievers others, who follow their reasons, 
for reaching different conclusions. The justification implied seems 
the same as Ibn Rushd’s: that we cannot help following our reasons. 
Ibn Hazm applies the Tradition on rewards to matters of belief: 
Fisal, in M. Asin Palacios, Abenhdzam, V, pp. 314 ff. 

118 14,12. “the way to draw inferences from them”: So, since 
the mutakallimin have not studied Aristotelian logic, they are not 
entitled to practise itihdd in matters of doctrine! 

9 14.12. Summary: The section which follows elaborates the 
theory of excusable error propounded in the last section, by setting 
up some definite rules for interpretation of Scripture. Certain kinds 
of interpretation are said to be inexcusable and unbelief. Do such 
statements contradict those of pp. 8-10, that ijmd‘ can never 
establish any interpretations in matters of dogma as unbelief? No, 
because here we have a theory set up on grounds other than ijma’. 
The rules for interpretation are objective and demonstrable, and 
anyone who transgresses them is guilty of sin or unbelief regardless 
of what the scholars of the past have declared. Needless to say, the 
Muslim philosophers had no chance of imposing this “‘scientific’’ 
system on society, and this is fortunate in view of its possibilities of 
intellectual tyranny far surpassing those of zjma‘. 

"20 14.13. “‘of two types’: Ibn Rushd’s classifying numbers in 
this section are somewhat misleading, and I have inserted my own 
numbers to make plain his real classification. The first type men- 
tioned here concerns texts on which error is excused (14.3-16). 
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The second type, those on which error is not excused (14.16-17), 
is then subdivided into two classes, in 14.17-16.15. Consequently, 
when the first type is spoken of again in 16.15 it is called ‘‘a third 
class’. 

41 14.14-15. ‘‘the skilful doctor ... the skilful judge”: Analogies 
with medicine and law occurred readily to Ibn Rushd, both from 
his readings in Plato and Ghazali and from his own professional 
experience. Fas/ contains several examples of both. 

32 14.17. “unbelief”: kufr, involving expulsion from the Islamic 
community; sometimes translated “infidelity”, but the word has 
some misleading associations. 

73 14.17. “heresy”: did‘a, lit., “innovation”, not involving 
expulsion from Islam. 

4 14.18. “‘the methods of indication”: furug ad-dal@il. On dalil 
as “indication” see note 9. These “methods of indication”’ in Scrip- 
ture are the same as its three “methods of summons” (turuq ad- 
du‘a’) mentioned in 6.17-7.6: they are the three types of argument, 
demonstrative, dialectical and rhetorical. As in the cases under 
consideration Scripture provides indications suitable for every 
type of mind, no one has the excuse of inability to understand. 

5 15.11. “images and likenesses of these things’: amthalaha 
wa ashbahaha. Amthal is p\. of mathal. It does not here have a tech- 
nical meaning, translating Gk. gnémé, “‘maxim’’, as claimed by 
H. A. Wolfson, ““The double faith theory”, Jewish Quarterly Review, 
N.S. 33 (1942-43), pp. 246-47. It can only refer to a symbol of some 
kind, for it is used in relation with an object, e.g. amthdlahd (15.11), 
tilk al-amthal al-madriba lk tilk al-ma‘ani (15.14). Similar remarks 
apply to ashbah, pl. of shibh. 

126 35.12. “the indications common to all men”: al-adilla 
al-mushtaraka lil-jami‘. A good example of a “common” argument 
in the Qur’dn occurs in Mandahij, p. 122: the corporeal symbolization 
of the future life. 

Cf. Farabi, Siydsdt, p. 55, on the principles of philosophy: “But 
most people do not have the ability either by nature or by habit 
to understand and conceive those things. Thus they must have the 
principles of things and their grades, the Active Intellect and the 
prime government imaged to them by things which correspond to 
them.” Cf. Ibn Tufayl, Hayy, pp. \v1, \¢, \€41-£¥; Ben Maymon, 
Guide, Introduction. 

127 15.15-16. “These. . . the distinction”: ““These”’ refers to “those 
ideas”, talk al-ma‘ani. Ghazali, Faysal, pp. 80-85: There are five 
modes of existence. (1) Essential, dati, or real, hagigi: objective 
existence in the real world, e.g. of the seven heavens. (2) Sensible, 
hisst: existing in the sense faculty only, as in dreams, visions and 
illusions, e.g. “Death comes as a speckled ram on the Day of 
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Judgement” (Tradition). (3) Imaginary, khayali: “the form of 
these sensible things when they are absent from sense’” (p. 82), 
e.g. in the Tradition that the Prophet was “‘as if seeing Jonah’’. 
(4) Intellectual, ‘agli: of things representing abstract concepts, 
e.g., when God formed Adam with His hand, this “hand” is God’s 
power of grasping. (5) Metaphorical, Shibhi: when the thing itself 
does not exist in any of the other four senses, but something else 
exists resembling it in some respect. E.g. God’s “anger’’: He does 
not have anger, but some other attribute which produces the same 
kind of effects as human anger, such as pain in other persons. 

Cf. Mandahij, 125.15 ff, giving the five names and endorsing 
Ghazali’s doctrine. Why does Ibn Rushd hesitate here and say 
“four or five’? Possibly because there are four kinds of beings 
which can constitute an inner meaning, and one more which is the 
apparent meaning. 

Alonso, p. 181, n. 2, infers from certain statements in Faysal that 
ta’wil for Ghazali embraces the interpretation of a text in the first 
or “essential”? sense, and thus means “hermeneutic” in general 
and is not restricted to allegorical interpretation. However this 
may be in Ghazali, it is certainly not the use of Ibn Rushd. Mw’awwal 
is regularly contrasted with zdafir (the “‘essential’’ sense); and see 
the explicit definition of ta’wil in 7.15-18. 

28 15.17-18. “we do not need . . . allegorical interpretation” : 
Ibn Rushd’s prohibition is based on the principle expounded by 
Ghazali in Faysal, pp. 87-89: ‘“There is no permission to turn away 
from one level to the next below it, without a necessary proof” 
(p. 87). I.e. permission to use ta’wil must be based on a proof of the 
impossibility of a more apparent sense, beginning with ‘‘essential”’ 
existence and proceeding in order down the list of the five kinds of 
existence. ‘ 

79 15.19-21. “anyone who thinks . . . his sensible existence”’: 
Cf. Comm. on Pl. Rep., II, vi, 2: “Some people are of the opinion 
that the human end is merely to guard and preserve the body and 
to protect the senses.”’ Ibn Tufayl, Hayy, pp. \ey-cr: Hayy thought 
that for the masses the only benefit of the Law was to secure them 
in their properties in this world, that their only concern is with 
sensible things (al-umiir al-mahsisa), and that the Law is perfectly 
suited to this purpose. 

"3° 16.2. “on fundamentals . . . heresy”: Cf. Ghazali, Faysal, 
pp- 87, 89-91. 

"3% 16.3-4. “for such men... heresy on their part’: Cf. Ghazali, 
Faysal, p. 88. The doctrine is modified somewhat in 20.18-21.1, 
where a certain amount of allegorical interpretation is permitted 
to the dialectical class, Ash‘arites and Mu'tazilites. 

"3? 16.5. “Of this [latter] class . . . His descent”: Cf. 8.9-10 and 
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notes 69-72. According to the present doctrine the Ash‘arites would 


be heretical for interpreting these texts allegorically; but see 
20.18-21.1. 


33 16.6. “‘ “Free her . . . believer’ ”’?: See Wensinck, Concordance, 
s.v. sama’; Muslim, Masdyid, 33, etc. 
34 16.7-10. “the class of people . . . imaginable thing”: Cf. 


Tafsir, p. 47: Those who want poetic evidence for truth are those 
who are unable to believe what they cannot imagine. 

735 16.10. “the relation stated’: Addhihi an-nisba. I.e. the relation 
of God to the sky. 

136 16,11. “advanced”: shadaw. Mr. tr., p. 15, n. 5: shadw 
means to gain a superficial knowledge of a science; quotations 
from Magqrizi, Ben Maymon, Farabi. R. Dozy, Supplément aux 
dictionnaires arabes (Leiden, 1881) gives shadw fi as ““étre versé dans 
une science’, with examples from Ibn Khaldin, Mugaddima. 

37 16.11. “(by rejecting) belief in corporeality”: The text 
should contain 67-inkdr or another word for denial; see Hourani, 
ad loc. This is necessary to sense. The whole passage is best explained 
by Farabi, Jam‘, p. 26: He is speaking about the suitability of 
different expressions of truth for different levels of understanding. 
The man who can only understand corporeal expressions 1s excused 
and correct in doing so; if he is told more his error increases. If 
he can understand that God is incorporeal and creates without 
movement, he still may not see how He can be without a place. 
Cf. Ghazali, Faysal, p. 87: The Hanbalites say there is no proof 
that God cannot be called ‘“‘above’’. 

138 16.11-13. “Thus the [proper] answer . . . ‘except God’ ”: 
Qur’an, 111, 7. The same answer in 21.16-19. But contrast 10.6-9: 
Ibn Rushd’s real opinion about this verse is different; see note 
ad loc. Cf. Ben Maym6n, Guide, Part 1, ch. 35, Eng. tr. M. Fried- 
lander, 2nd ed., p. 50: Those who cannot understand the true 
meaning of difficult passages in the prophets “‘may simply be told 
that the scriptural passage is clearly understood by the wise, but 
that they should content themselves with knowing that God is 
incorporeal’’. (Ben Maymén’s position is that the fact of God’s 
incorporeality should at least be made known to all, regardless of 
whether it is understood.) 

739 16.19. Summary: Whereas on the other two doctrines of 
the philosophers Ibn Rushd has given a brief exposition of their 
opinions, on the future life he gives none; he is content to establish 
the philosophers’ right to interpret it in an incorporeal sense. 
Man4hij, pp. 122-24, discusses three positions on the future life. 
In both passages Ibn Rushd shows caution on the subject; the 
‘demonstrative’ view on it was obviously not one to be set down in 
public writings. See note on Mandhy, 122.17-20; Gr., n. 54. 
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140 14.5. “the two interpretations of the passages”: at-ta’wilayn, 
lit. “the two allegorical interpretations”; I omit “allegorical ” 
in some places where the repetition seems tedious. The two 
allegorical interpretations are given in Mandahy, pp. 122-23: Some 
accept a purely spiritual resurrection, others a resurrection in 
bodies of another kind than our present ones. 

141 14.9-10. “only the negation . . . ‘the black man’ ”’: As stated 
above, pp. 6-7 and 14-15, Scripture provides arguments convincing 
to every type of mind, i.e. demonstrative, dialectical and rhetorical 
arguments. These are ‘‘the three methods”, and they are called 
“common”, mushtaraka, here simply to indicate that between them 
they are serviceable to men of every class and condition. The 
adjective is confusing, because it has previously (15.12) been used 
in a more technical sense, to describe the dialectical and rhetorical 
methods: these are ‘“‘common”’ because they can be understood by 
everyone, in contrast with the demonstrative method. 

For the doctrine, cf. Tahdfut, pp. 582-86. 

™42 17.16. Summary: The following section forms a transition 
to Chapter 3, bringing in the prohibition of teaching philosophical 
allegories to the masses. There is an impressive tradition of secrecy 
among philosophers preceding Ibn Rushd. A complete account of 
the esoteric tradition would fill a book. A few references within 
Ibn Rushd’s range of reading ‘will suffice here. 

Plato, Epistle, vii, 341d-344d: “I do not, however, think the 
attempt to tell mankind of these matters a good thing, except in the 
case of some few who are capable of discovering the truth for 
themselves with a little guidance”’ (341d-e). Plato’s reasons were 
that language never expresses reality precisely as it is, and that the 
attempt to do so merely arouses contempt or vain hopes among 
those who lack the capacity to understand. 

Galen, in Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyin al-anba’, II, p. 96: “My 
discourse in this book is not for all people; my discourse is for a 
man among them who is equal to thousands of men, or rather tens of 
thousands. For the truth is not such as to be grasped by many people, 
but it is such as to be grasped by the excellent mind among them.” 

Farabi, Compendium legum, ed. F. Gabrieli in Plato Arabus, III 
(London, 1952), p. 4: Plato’s use of symbols and enigmas, en- 
dorsed by Farabi. Jam‘, pp. 5-7: Plato and Aristotle used different 
methods but had the same purpose of concealment; there is much 
abbreviation and omission in Aristotle’s scientific works, and this is 
deliberate. Cf. Risala in Dieterici, XIV, pp. 53-54. Jam‘, p. 26: 
Different expressions of truth suit different levels of understanding. 
Comm. on Risdlat Kayniin, p. 8: Zeno said: ‘My teacher Aristotle 
reported a saying of his teacher Plato: “The summit of knowledge 
is too lofty for every bird to fly to’.” 
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Ibn Sina, Nadi, pp. 499-500: The prophet has to teach the 
people by symbols and enigmas; if he taught them metaphysical 
truths he would impose a great strain on them and overthrow their 
religion. Isharat, p. 222: I have given you the cream of wisdom. 
Preserve it from those who would waste it, etc. 

Ghazali, [jam (Cairo, 1933), Span. tr. in M. Asin Palacios, 
Justo medio: an elaborate theory restricting the teaching of alle- 
gorical interpretations of Scripture to the masses. Mizdn al-‘amal, 
pp. 169-77, 212-16: the duty of maintaining reserve in speaking 
of religion according to the understanding of hearers. Ihya’, I, 
pp. 161-71: restrictions on kaldm; pp. 174-78: five kinds of secrets 
which should not be broadcast. Faysal, p. 88. Al-iqtisad fil-i‘tiqad 
(Cairo, no date, Husayn Commercial Library), pp. 6-8. 

Ibn Tufayl, Hayy, pp. \o+-0¢: uselessness of teaching the inner 
meaning of Scripture to the masses. 

Ben Maymén, Guide, Introduction, and Part 1, chs. 33-34. 

Tahafut, pp. 356-58, 361-62, 396, 463, 557: on the need for 
restricting philosophic studies. 

On Ibn Rushd’s historical environment and some general 
considerations, see my introduction; L. Gauthier, Théorie, ch. 3; 
and L. Strauss, Persecution. 

On enigmatic teaching see note 191. 

™43 17.17-18. “as Abu’ Hamid does’’: It is hard to estimate the 
justice of this charge against Ghazali without a survey of all his 
writings and a classification of them as “demonstrative” or other- 
wise. The allegorical interpretations used to illustrate his theories 
in books like Faysal and Qzstds do not appear to be dealt with by 
the weaker methods. Is Mishkat al-anwar counted as “non-demon- 
strative’” by Ibn Rushd? 

™44 17.21. “‘to reconcile the [first] two [groups]: al-jam‘ bayna- 
huma. I.e. to reconcile the slanderers of philosophy and religion; 
not to unite slander of philosophy with slander of religion, as 
Alonso interprets, p. 180. Apart from the normal meaning of jam‘, 
the next sentence says that ‘this’? was one of Ghazali’s objects, 
and Ibn Rushd would never have accused him of wishing to slander 
philosophy and religion, a fantastic accusation. 

Cf. Mandahij, pp. 70-72, for Ibn Rushd’s more detailed explana- 
tion of the harm done by Ghazali. 

ota san Adwamt ~: he verse is by “Imran Ibn 
Hittan: see Mubarrad, Kamil, ed. W. Wright (Leipzig, 1864-92), 
pgo2. Mr. trp. 17, 0.4. 

The supposed inconsistency of Ghazali made a strong impression 
on the philosophers of western Islam. Cf. Mandhy, p. 70, and Ibn 
Tufayl, Hayy, pp. \e-\A, for some specific criticisms. The criticisms 
are not altogether fair, since they take no account of Ghazali’s 
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development, his distinction between esoteric and public writings, 
the possibility of spurious additions to his books, or the possibility 
that his meaning has not been fully understood. And Ibn Rushd’s 
criticism here is definitely unfair: there was no direct contradiction 
between being an Ash‘arite and being a Sufi, and Ghazali never 
claimed to be a faylasif, however “philosophic” some of his works 
may be in a modern sense. 

™46 18.8-10. “this class of persons . . . without a teacher’: See 
5.21, and note 48 on the requisites of philosophic understanding. 
Since the persons referred to here are ex hypothesi men of natural 
intellectual ability, they can only be misled through lack of one of 
the other requisites: sound morals (i.e. ‘‘practical virtue’’) or sound 
intellectual education. 

147 18.14. “‘ ‘Associating . . . wrong’ ”’: Qur’dn, xxxi, 12, illus- 
trating the proportionate relation between the value of the being 
and the greatness of the injury. 

™48 18,16-17. “If it were not... on the subject”: Cf. Tahdfui, 
Pp. 209-10, 358, 588, Ibn Tufayl, Hayy, p. \oe, for similar assertions. 


[CHAPTER THREE] 


49 18.21. “especially of noble beings”: Cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic., 
vi, 7, 1141a9-b3: Wisdom (sophia) is intuition and scientific know- 
ledge of the most noble things by nature. There are beings much 
more divine than man, such as the heavenly bodies. 

™S° 18,20-19.1. ““True science . . : misery 1m themext ile «ae. 
Summary of Aristotle, Metaph., pp. 2-3: classification of the sciences 
as theoretical, practical and logical, following Aristotle; see S. Van 
den Bergh, Epitome, n. 21 for references. 

“in the next life’: ukhrdwiya, ukhrawi. Happiness and misery 
in a future life imply individual survival, and Ibn Rushd did not 
believe in this. But the statement is unmistakable, if not here and in 
14.20, then certainly in 22.7; and explicitly in Mandahij, 122.6, 
“‘states of happiness or misery after death”. These are two exoteric 
books, and Ibn Rushd’s true opinions must be sought in his com- 
mentaries on Aristotle’s De animd. 

St 19.1-2. “the acts which bring happiness . . . misery’: In 
Comm. on Pl. Rep., 1, xi, 5-7, Ibn Rushd endorses Plato’s view that 
happiness is not a reward and. misery not a punishment; both are 
effects of the corresponding acts. 

5? 19.7. “the other sort”: al-jins ath-thdni, lit. ‘‘the second 
sort”. Evidently Ibn Rushd has mentally reversed the order. 

53 19.7-9. “as people . . . ‘The revival of the sciences of religion’ ”’: 
I.e. he called it by the name of the whole because it dealt with the 
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most important part. [hyd’ ‘ulm ad-din, written by Ghazali in the 
years following his departure from Baghdad in 1095. 

54 19.10. “teaching is of two classes, [of] concepts and [of] judge- 
ments”: kan at-ta‘ lim sinfayn tasawwuran wa tasdigan, lit. “teaching 
was two classes, concept (or conception) and judgement”. Ibn 
Rushd’s exposition of these two logical concepts is excessively 
concise, and his use of each of them is not free from ambiguity. 
The classical accounts in Arabic are Farabi, ‘Uyiin al-masa@il, in 
Dieterici, XIV, p. 56, and Ghazali, Magdsid al-falasifa (Cairo, 
1936), pp. 4-5. The origin of the doctrine is perhaps to be found in 
Sextus Empiricus, Adversus logicos, viii (ii), 11-12. For further 
explanation and comments, see the following notes; H. A. Wolfson, 
“The terms tasawwur and tasdiqg in Arabic philosophy and their 
Greek, Latin and Hebrew equivalents”, Moslem World, 33 (1943), 
pp. 114-28; and ‘The double faith theory”, Jewish Quarterly Review, 
N.S. 33 (1942-43), pp. 213-64. 

55 19.11. “the logicians’: afl al-‘ilm bil-kalam. The phrase is 
ambiguous, since kaldm may be taken either in its primary sense 
of “rational discourse’, Gk. Jogos, or in its specialized Islamic sense 
of “reasoned theology’. Evidently in this context Ibn Rushd does 
not refer to the mutakallimiin, who had not contributed to developing 
these doctrines; but he does not wish to use the philosophical 
name for logic, mantiq. 

56 19.11-12. “the methods . . . rhetorical’: In the Greco- 
Arabic logic tasdiq, “judgement”, is the act of affirming a proposi- 
tion as true or denying it as false, i.e. of assent to it or dissent from 
it. Judgements are classified as primary (awwali), i.e. known 
immediately like mathematical axioms or facts of sensation; or 
acquired (muktasab), learned through reasoning from previously 
known judgements. (Ghazali, Magdsid, pp. 4-5). I think Ibn Rushd 
is here speaking of the second kind only, judgements reached by 
reasoning, since all three methods are kinds of argument. Wolfson’s 
classification of judgements arrived at by the rhetorical method 
as ‘“‘primary” in this passage is not borne out by the following 
passage, 19.17-20.14, where the rhetorical method is spoken of in 
terms of syllogisms with premisses'and conclusions. H. A. Wolfson 
in Moslem World, 33 (1943), and Jewish Quarterly Review, N.S. 33 
(1942-43). 

Tasdig in this passage is sometimes regarded from the learner’s 
or receptive viewpoint, sometimes from the teacher’s or expressive 
viewpoint; it has therefore to be translated as “arriving at judge- 
ments” or “bringing about assent” according to the context. (In 
the same way the three methods are sometimes spoken of as methods 
of assent by the believers and sometimes as methods of summons by 
Scripture.) It also sometimes refers to the act itself, “judgement”’. 
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57 19,12-13. “two methods . . . a symbol of it”: tasawwur is 
apprehension of concepts, representation in the passive intellect 
of the form (sara) or idea (ma‘nd) of a certain kind of thing. Ghazalt, 
Magasid, p. 4: “Every judgement is necessarily preceded by two 
conceptions, for he who does not understand ‘the world’ alone and 
‘created’ alone cannot conceivably judge that it [the world] is 
created.” Here too there is a distinction of primary concepts 
(simple, such as “being”, ‘“‘thing’’) and acquired (complex, such 
as “body”, ‘‘sun’’, “‘intellect”). But this bears no correspondence 
to the distinction of two methods of conception here. Ibn Rushd is 
thinking of the contrast between direct representation of a thing 
itself and representation of a symbol of it (mzthdluhu), which stands 
for it. Being imaginative, a symbol is often more readily understood 
by ordinary minds than a concept which may be highly abstract. 
Cf. Farabi, Siydsat, p. 55; Tahsil, pp. 40-41. The “‘symbol”’ referred 
to here is not language as symbolic of concepts; it is one concept 
symbolic of another, as in allegory. 

158 19.21-20.1. “the prevailing methods . . . judgements”’: 
On the two “common methods” (at-turug al-mushtaraka), the dialec- 
tical and rhetorical, cf. 15.12 and note 126. On the aims of Scrip- 
ture, cf. Tahdfut, pp. 582-83. j 

"59 20,1-2. “of four classes”: Ibn Rushd in the following section 
classifies the common methods on a new basis, applying it to dialec- 
tical and rhetorical arguments alike. Dividing the syllogism into 
two parts, premisses and conclusion, he considers whether each part. 
is really symbolic of some other judgement or judgements, i.e. is an 
allegorical statement, or expresses its real meaning directly. Four 
combinations are then possible: 


. Direct premisses + direct conclusion 
Direct premisses -+ symbolic conclusion 
Symbolic premisses + direct conclusion 
Symbolic premisses -- symbolic conclusion 


pw y o 


Now whenever a statement (premiss or conclusion) in Scripture 
ought to be understood in its direct meaning by all classes of people, 
it has the same meaning for the dialectical and rhetorical class as 
for the demonstrative class, and is thus “‘certain’’, true or correct, 
for the former as for the latter. But this result is “‘accidental’’ 
because to the two lower classes the statement is not known by 
demonstrative methods but “based on accepted ideas” (mashhira) 
or “based on opinions” (mazniina). On the other hand a statement 
in Scripture which is really symbolic is usually not understood 
as such by the lower classes, but taken in its direct sense; and this is 
not even accidentally certain, since it is not the true meaning of 
the statement. 
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How symbolic and direct statements can be combined in the 
same arguments is obscure, in the absence of examples. 

160 90.2. “specialized”: khdssa, ie. related to the élite, al- 
khawass, the demonstrative class; the relation is explained in what 


follows. 


t6t 90.4. “based on accepted ideas or on opinions”: mashhira 


aw mazniina. Premisses that are mashhiira are dialectical; premisses 
that are mazgniina, known by zann, are rhetorical. See note 25. 

162 90.20. “popular”: jumhiriya. We should expect “dialectical” 
Jjadaliya, since Ibn Rushd is speaking of the superior common 
method, and below, 21.2-3, he says that the masses (al-jumhiir) 
should not know such interpretations. It seems that Ibn Rushd 
is using jumhiiriya here in a broad sense, to embrace both the lower 
classes. 

763 20.20-21.1. “Such interpretations . . . statements”: See 
note 69. 

164 21.5-6. “no man of sound intellect is exempted from this 
kind of assent”’: I.e. no sane person falls below the qualifications 
which oblige him to have at least this kind of assent. But some, 
namely the other two classes, go beyond it. 

165 91.8. “training”: as-sind‘a, lit. “art”, then any acquired skill 
or science. 

166 91.11-12. “The reason for that [in the case of the latter]: 
as-sabab ft dhalika. The reason given here applies only to the hearer. 
The reason why the explainer is an unbeliever is given in the next 
section, 21.21 ff. 

167 91.16-18. ‘They should not be expressed . . . ambiguous”: 
The text is uncertain. See Hourani, ad loc., and N. Golb in Heb. 
n. 441. On the best interpretation the thought is obscurely formu- 
lated. I think the situation mentioned here is probably the same as 
that which I have numbered [2, i] in Mandhi, pp. 124-27. See 
esp. 126.7-8: ‘‘when it is difficult to understand the context in both 
respects, i.e. that it is a symbol and what it symbolizes, but there 
arises at first glance a suspicion of the imagination that it 1s 
symbolic”. At any rate the treatment is the same in both cases. 

168 97.19. ‘And no one... except God’ ”’: Qur'an, iii, 7. See 
notes 87 and 138. 

169 913.20-21. “ ‘And they will ask you . . . a little knowledge’ ”: 
Quran, xvii, 85. “The Spirit” is traditionally interpreted as the 
angel Gabriel. Cf. Qur’dn, xvi, 102. 

179 91.21-22.1. “As for the man... unbelief”: Cf. Tahafut, 
p- 362: “the man who has proved its evidence is forbidden to 
reveal it to the man who has no power to discover its truth, for he 
would be like his murderer.” 
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17 99.9. “the Legislator”: ash-shari‘, i.e. the Prophet Muham- 
mad. Cf. Mandahiy, 27-16. 

72 99.3, “a group of people of our time’’: I have found no clue 
to their identity. That they claimed to be philosophers is evident 
from the next sentence and from 26.2. This means that Ibn Rushd 
is not here speaking of the mutakallimiéin, who disclaimed any 
relation to falsafa. Yet he goes back to speaking of the mutakallamun 
in the next section, 23.18 ff. 26.1 ff. shows that he blames two different 
groups, some pseudo-philosophers and the mutakallimin. See note 
Lvhee 
73 29.7, “in this world and the next’’: fid-dunyad wal-akhira. 
Cf. 18.20-19.1 and note 150. 

74 92.7, “a parable”: mithdl, the same word as that used for 
“symbol”. Ibn Rushd’s parable of the doctor and his detractors 
is of evident Platonic inspiration: see W. Jaeger, Paideia (Oxford, 
1939-45), II and III, passim, on the importance of the parallel of 
medicine and philosophy in Plato’s thought. But I have not located 
the parable itself in Plato’s dialogues. Perhaps the closest parallel 
in Plato is his parable of the shipmaster and his crew in Republic, 
vi, 488a-489c. Cf. Manahi, pp. 68 ff. 

5 20.19. “if he... true allegories . . .””: One of thedlessous 
of the parable is that even true allegories should not be taught to 
the majority. The implication is that the Legislator intended to 
treat them with statements (‘“apparent’”? meanings) which are in 
themselves strictly false. Cf. esp. Comm. on Pl. Rep., I, xii, 6: “Just 
as it is only the doctor who administers the drug, so it is the king 
in the exercise of rulership who employs a lie towards the masses. 
For lying tales are necessary for the education of the citizens. 
There is no lawgiver who does not employ fictitious tales, because 
this is necessary for the masses if they are to obtain happiness.” 
See my introd., pp. 33-34, 37-38. 

76 99,91-29.1. “this will lead them to think . . . cure disease”: 
Cf. Comm. on Pl. Rep., Il, iii, 6: The sick do not consider medicine 
to be the art of healing or that the restoration of health is possible, 
so they do not respect or trust doctors; they throw stones at them. 

7 23.3. “certain”: yaginiyan. L. Gauthier, Théorie, p. 81, n. 1, 
and Gr., n. 63, points out that yagini is equivalent to ““demon- 
strative” and that the implication is that one can reason from one 
case to the other. 

78 99.4-7. “It presents-a true analogy .. . the health of souls”; 
Cf. Pl. Rep., iii, 409¢ ff., doctors and judges; 444, virtue the health 
of the soul. See W. Jaeger, Paideia, II and III. 

79 99.9-10. “ ‘Fasting . . . fear God’ ”: Qur'an, ii, 183. 

180 99.10-11. “ ‘Their flesh . . . touch him’ ”: Quran, xxl, 97. 


8 : . : 
“? 29.01. ‘Prayer’... transgression — > Our ansoamicame 
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oy 23.17-18. “‘We offered . . .” the verse”: Qur’Gn, xxxiii, 72. 
The verse continues: ‘But they refused to hold it and shied away 
from it, and man held it.’ There is obscurity in amdna, ‘‘deposit’’: to 
what does it refer? Ibn Rushd’s interpretation is far-fetched. 

183 93.20-24.1. “Thus the Muttazilites . . . less frequently”’ : 
See note 69. 

184 24.1-2. “In consequence . . . divided people”: Cf. Mandhij, 
pp. 69-70: The mutakallimiin, who are dialecticians, have been the 
cause of the growth of sects in Islam. 

185 94.3-4. “their methods were (more) obscure . . . demon- 
stration”: .Van@hiy contains many illustrations of these weaknesses, 
e.g. on pp. 29 ff., 40-41, 48-51, 52-53, 73. Ghazali makes similar 
criticisms. Qistds, p. 201: the mutakallimiin neglect the details of 
accurate reasoning. 

186 94.5-6. “many of the principles . . . sophistical’’: Cf. Summary 
of Aristotle, Metaph., pp. 171-72: The Ash‘arite views on ethics 
(theistic subjectivism) are “‘like those of Protagoras”. Comm. on Pl. 
Rep., I, xi, 3: Ash‘arite ethics is sophistical. 

87 04.6-8. “they deny . . . secondary causes’’: Cf. Ben Maymon, 
Guide, 1, chs. 71-76, a slashing criticism of the Ash‘arites, also from 
an Aristotelian point of view. 

188 94.18-19. ‘“‘the three methods . . . the special method’’: See 
Hourani, note C, on the difficulties of interpretation of these words. 
By inserting “‘namely”’, hddhihi hiya, we get a statement which agrees 
perfectly with Ibn Rushd’s usual doctrine of the three methods. 

“the special method”’: al-khassa. It is grammatically possible to 
understand al-khdssa as “the élite’, following “instruction of”, 
ta‘lim; this is how the Hebrew translator understood it. But this 
interpretation fails to provide a third method. 

189 95.6-9. “So whoever wishes . . . to everyone’: This sentence 
provides the programme for Mandhy. This is clear from 25.19-20, 
‘It is our desire to devote our time to this object”; and Manahij, 
27.15 ff., “In this book I think fit to inquire into the apparent 
meaning of the dogmas’, following the intention of the Legislator. 
Mandahij, p. 27, also contains a backward reference to Fas/ and its 
contents. But in fact Mandhz is more like a handbook for teachers, 
and contains much polemic against the sects and particularly the 
Ash‘arites. (See my introd., pp. 36-37.) The last pages of Manahy, 
124-27, go into more detail on the correct policy in revealing and 
concealing allegorical interpretation; and finally, p. 127, Ibn 
Rushd announces an intention to apply the policy in more detail 
to the individual passages of Scripture. But this last programme was 
not fulfilled in any subsequent book. For the rest of his working 
life Ibn Rushd was fully occupied by the commentaries on Aristotle, 
the Tahdfut and his public duties. 
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The intended programme of Mandhij may be compared with 
Ghazali’s handbook of popular dogmatics, K. al-igtisad fil-1 ‘tiqad. 

Ibn Rushd’s programme amounts to Zahirism (for the people) 
in doctrine, i.e. imposition of the literal meaning of Scripture 
and prohibition of popular theology (kaldm). This is parallel to the 
Zahirite policy of Ibn Tiimart and the first three Almohad 
monarchs in law: they compiled for popular use collections of 
Traditions on purification, booty, wine, prayer and jihdd: Marra- 
kushi, Mu‘jib, pp. 183, 202-3; I. Goldziher, <.D.M.G., 41 (1887), 
pp. 81-99, and Introd. to [bn Toumert, pp. 43-51. Eventually Abu 
Yusuf (1184-1198/9) suppressed the science of applied law (‘tlm 
al-furi") of the Malikite rite: Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, pp. 201-3. 

19° 95.10. “mastering their meaning”: nusratihd. The word is 
puzzling, here and in 25.15. Nusra normally means “aid, assistance, 
victory, conquest’’, like nasr: see Lane. In Mandhij, 77.6, al-qa@imin 
bi-nusratihi, ““undertake its defence”; also Farabi, /hsa@’, pp. 107-8, 
“defence”. But this is inappropriate here. Farabi, Jhsa’, p. 64, 
has hafzihi aw nusratim, which seems to mean “its retention 
or acquisition”; and “‘acquisition”’ is more appropriate. Gr. trans- 
lates “force de persuasion”; followed by Alonso. Heb. has mash- 
mirethem, “observing them’’. I have rendered it in a way that 
suits the context and is not too far from the meaning “victory, 
conquest’’. 

9% 95.9-12. “For if the sayings . . . not apparent in them”’: 
This deliberately enigmatic quality is attributed by Farabi to the 
writings of Plato and Aristotle. Compendium legum, ed. F. Gabrieli 
in Plato Arabus, III (London, 1952), p. 4: ““The wise Plato did not 
allow himself to reveal the sciences and uncover them to all the 
people; so he followed the method of symbols (ar-ramz) and 
enigmas (al-alghaéz), causing blindness and difficulty, lest science 
should fall into the hands of unsuitable people and be wasted’’, 
etc. Risdla fi ma yanbaghi, in Dieterici, XIV, pp. 53-54: purposeful 
obscurity in Aristotle. Jam‘, pp. 5-7: Plato and Aristotle. Ibn Sina, 
Najat, pp. 499-500: the duty of the prophet is to conceal difficult 
matters from the public, while using enigmas and hints (rumiz wa 
isharat) to summon those qualified to philosophic research. Ben 
Maym6on, Guide, Introduction, Eng. tr. M. Friedlander, end ed., 
pp. 4 ff: The Bible often speaks figuratively ‘“‘in order that the 
uneducated may comprehend it according to the measure of their 
faculties and the feebleness of their apprehension, while educated 
persons may take it in a different sense”. Following Proverbs, 
xxv, 11, he likens wise language to a golden apple overlaid with a 
filigree network of silver; only the keen-sighted observe the gold 
underneath the silver (p. 6). 

See note 142. 
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19% 95.14. “their miraculous character’’: al-i ‘jaz. So Ibn Rushd 
believed in at least one miracle! And the fact is confirmed 
by Mandhy, pp. 100-3, and Tahdfut, p. 515. It is true that these are 
all exoteric works, but they do show that their author was willing 
to confess the Qur’dn a miracle and give this fact a prominent place 
in his system of popular religion. Does this prove that Ibn Rushd 
was not a rationalist? Alonso says “Yes”, Gauthier says ‘‘No”’, 
and by the time they have defined “‘rationalist’? we conclude that 
both are probably right and ‘‘the disagreement ... is . . . almost 
resolvable into a disagreement about naming” (11.16-17). All that 
really matters is to determine what Ibn Rushd thought. The 
question is too large for an exhaustive treatment here, but I shall 
draw the implications of the three passages referred to above. 

The present passage in Fas/ merely indicates that the Qur’dn has 
unique qualities not found in any other book. Nothing is said about 
how these qualities were produced in it, so that “miraculous” 
may quite well mean only “natural but extraordinary”’. 

In Manahy, the most fundamental proof that the Qur’dn is 
““preternatural and miraculous” (khdriqg wa mu‘jiz) is that “the 
Laws of doctrine and practice contained in it are not of a sort that 
could possibly be discovered by a learning process, but only by 
inspiration (47-wahy)”’ (100.8-9). This passage and that which follows 
seem to express a theory of miracle in the full sense of khariq al-‘ ada, 
that which interrupts the ordinary course of nature. But we must 
remember that Mandhij is an account of what the masses should 
believe, and does not therefore raise the pertinent deeper questions, 
such as: What is meant by khariq, mu‘j1z and wahy? 

The passage in Tahdful, p. 515, is somewhat ambiguous. First 
Ibn Rushd says that the prophet can interrupt the ordinary course 
of nature, within the limits of what is logically possible. Then he 
comes to the Qur’an and writes: ‘““The clearest of miracles is the 
Venerable Book of Allah, the existence of which is not an inter- 
ruption of the course of nature assumed by tradition, like the 
changing of a rod into a serpent, but its‘miraculous nature is estab- 
lished by way of perception and consideration for every man who 
has been or who will be till the day of resurrection” (515.11-15, 
Eng. tr. S. Van den Bergh). Here, as Van den Bergh says in his 
note 315.4, “he does not admit that prophets can interrupt the 
course of nature, but is unwilling to express it too clearly’’. 

A final answer to the question of Ibn Rushd’s theory of the 
miracle of the Qur’ dn would have to be based on a full consideration 
of his views on causality and on inspiration. My present impression 
is that such a firm Aristotelian could not possibly have accepted 
any khariq al-‘ada in the Ash‘arite sense, an event willed by God 
in defiance of natural laws of cause and effect. 
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193 95.16-17. “*(3) They contain means... allegorical meaning”’; 
One of the ‘‘means of drawing attention” (tanbih) has been explained 
in 8.11-12: the apparent contradictions in Scripture, which stimu- 
late the observant to seek a deeper understanding of it. 

194 95.19-20. “Itis our desire... effectively”: I.e. the programme 
mentioned in 25.6-9. See note 189. 

195 96.2. “who claim an affinity with philosophy”: L. Gauthier, 
‘“‘Scolastique musulmane et scolastique chrétienne”, p. 247, takes 
this as an obvious reference to Ibn Sina, on the ground of Ibn 
Rushd’s normal attitude to Ibn Sina. But it seems more natural to 
connect the phrase with 22.3-4, ‘‘a group of people of our time... 
some of them'thinking that they were being philosophic’’; and Ibn 
Sina was by no means a contemporary, min ahl zamdnind, having 
died 140 years before Fasl. Cf. Ibn Tufayl, Hayy, p. \oc: we have 
been induced to reveal hidden science by ‘“‘the false opinions 
appearing in our time, put out and expressed publicly by the pseudo- 
philosophers of the age”, mutafalsifat al-‘asr. 

196 96.10. “this triumphant rule”: hadh al-amr al-ghalib. I have 
translated the phrase somewhat ambiguously, in order to reflect the 
ambiguity of the Arabic. : 

(1) amr may be “rule” in the sense of “‘régime’’: the phrase then 
refers to the victorious dynasty of the Almohades and gives them 
credit for removing strife among sects. It is taken thus by I. Gold- 
ziher, Introd. to Jbn Toumert, p. 81, and by L. Gauthier, Théorze, 
p. 89, and Traié, tr. and n. 77; it is also my preference. Alonso, 
p. 199, n. 2, finds a great difficulty in the implication of this version, 
that the ruler was opposed to the Ash‘arite doctrine of Ibn Tumart, 
the Mahdi and founder of the dynasty. The passage, however, 
stresses a positive method, “summoning the masses to a middle 
way”’ (26.12), etc., and does not imply an active suppression of the 
Ash‘arites. In any case it is very probable that Abi Ya‘qub had 
abandoned Ash‘arite opinions, in view of his interest in philosophy. 

(2) amr may be “matter”, and the phrase may be understood 
as “this prevalent method’’: thus Alonso, “‘principalmente con el 
metodo que yo indico”’. But amr is now vague, and in what way is 
Ibu Rushd’s method “prevalent”, ghalib? The following passage 
indicates a measure which has had some public impact. 

The “benefits” to the class of scientists and philosophers can well 
refer to the dynasty’s protection and encouragement of them, and 
the “middle way” for the masses may be their learning of the 
collections of Traditions made by the dynasty. Marrakushi says 
that Abu Ya‘qub collected the Traditions on jzhdd and dictated 
them to his army, ¢. A.D. 1179: Mu‘jib, p. 183. 

797 26.13. “the followers of authority’: al-mugallidin, those 
‘ulama’ who derived their opinions and decisions on points of applied 
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law from the works of the four great lawyers (in this case the 
Muwattd of Malik Ibn Anas) and not directly from the Scriptures. 


[APPENDIx: Damima] 


198 “1 Damima]”: This title, meaning “Appendix”, has no manu- 
script authority, but was applied to this little essay by Miller and 
has been retained by subsequent editors. It is essentially fitting to 
consider this work as an appendix to Fas/, since it expands an answer 
given there, and is referred to there at 11.6, in the words ‘“‘We have 
devoted a separate essay (gaw/l) to this question, impelled by one 
of our friends”; the title given in the Escurial manuscript, “‘The 
question mentioned”’, etc., refers back to this sentence. On the use 
of the past tense ‘““We have devoted’’, afradnd, see Gr., Introd. to 
Traité, p. vi: it does not imply that the essay was published or even 
written before Fasl. 

But the essay is in no sense an appendix to Mandhi, and should 
not have been printed after it by Miller and Alonso. 

99 128.3. “May God . . . misfortunes”: Gr., n. 80, shows, on 
the whole convincingly, that the anonymous person to whom the 
essay is addressed is probably the Almohad monarch himself, 
Abu Ya‘qub. The terms of address, especially the reference to 
“your power’, ‘zzzatakum, and the use of the plural of majesty, 
are uniquely fitting to a ruler. We know from Marrakushi, Mu‘jib, 
Pp. 174-75, that Aba Ya‘qub was highly interested in philosophy, 
and Ibn Rushd there gives an opinion of him that closely parallels 
his remark here in 128.4: “‘I perceived in him such a copious memory 
as I did not think could be found even in any one of those who 
concerned themselves full time with this subject’ (p. 175). Cf. also 
Comm. on Pl. Rep., III, xxi, 1, and Rosenthal’s note. 

There remains a doubt whether the philosopher could have 
referred to the king as ‘‘one of our friends’’, ba‘d ashdbind, in Fasl, 
11.6. It is one thing to address a king as “‘brother”, yd akhi, in 
private conversation, as Ibn Rushd addressed Abu Yusuf (Ibn Abi 
Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyin al-anba’, p. 74), but quite a different matter to 
refer to him as “a friend” in a published work. And if he did so at 
the monarch’s own request, in order not to publicize his interest in 
philosophy, then why does Ibn Rushd hint at that interest so 
broadly at the beginning of Damima? I leave these questions un- 
answered, but incline to think that in spite of them the ‘“‘friend” 
probably was Abu Ya‘qtb. This opinion is confirmed by the notable 
care and lucidity with which the problem is treated. 

200 198.5. “the difficulty .. . Knowledge’: See note 93 for refer- 
ences to other passages in which Ibn Rushd treats the problem. 
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201 198.7-8. “for he . . . untie it’: The saying is derived from 
Aristotle, Metaphysics, B, 1, 995a 27-30. Used again by Ibn Rushd 
in Tafsir, pp. 167-68. 

202 198.13-14. “but that . . . eternal knowledge’: The doctrine 
of God’s unchangeability goes back at least to Plato; see esp. 
Republic, ii, 379-82, a perfect God cannot change either for better 
or for worse. 

203 198.17. “the existent and the non-existent”: al-mauyid wal- 
ma‘dim. In the whole discussion Ibn Rushd avoids the technical 
terms “actual”, bil-fi‘l, and “‘potential’’, b2/-quwwa. 

204 129.15-16. ‘‘as we have explained it to you in conversation”’: 
Gr., n. 80, thinks it “fort possible’? that the occasion was the same 
as that of the original interview, c. 1168, when the question of the 
eternity of the world was discussed and would lead easily to a 
discussion about God’s creative Knowledge. Certainly this is 
possible; but it is likely that Ibn Rushd talked philosophy with 
Abu Ya‘qub on many later occasions, and we have no means of 
deciding when or how often this particular topic was discussed. 
The last time was probably not long before Damima, because of 
certain phrases in the opening paragraph: intahd (128.4); “‘ending 
your perplexity” (128, 5-6)—one would not leave one’s king in 
perplexity for years. 


205 y29.17-18. “Abi: Hamid . . . no conviction”: Tahdfut al- 
falasifa, 13th discussion, pp. 229-31; quoted in Tahd@fui at-tahGfut, 
P- 459- 


206 190.2. “Zayd”: Gr. emends to “the column”, and follows 
with a series of emendations to correspond. See his notes 83-84. 
My reasons for retaining the original text of the Escurial MS. are 
explained in Hourani, note D. 

207 131.5. “purification [of concepts]: af-tanzih, i.e. clearing 
our concepts of God’s nature of human attributes. Ibn Rushd 
claims that his tanzih goes further than that of contemporary 
theologians, who imagine that both divine and human knowledge 
can be embraced by a single definition (Fas/, 11.5). But it admits 
that God has some kind of knowledge of particulars (131.1-3). 
Cf. Tafsir, pp. 1705-8: God’s Knowledge is not to be described 
as either universal or particular (though in His own way He knows 
both universals and particulars). Tanzih of other aspects of God 
is dealt with in Manahzj, pp. 58-78. 

208 131.8-9. “ ‘Does He not know ... the Omniscient! ”: 
Qur’an, \xvii, 14. 

299 131.10. “unqualified’’: as universal or particular. Cf. Tafsir, 
pp. 1705-8; Fasl, 11.13. 

27° 131.11-13. “And how is it conceivable . . . inspiration ?’’: 
Cf. Fasl, 11.6-10 and note 98. 
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[Exrract: Mandahij, pp. 122-27] 

a¥ “THE Furure Lire]’’: The following chapter deals with 
the last of five topics of doctrine, from the point of view of Mandhij: 
What should be taught to the people as the doctrine of the Qur’ dn? 

212 122.5. Summary: For the doctrine of this section, the superior- 
ity of corporeal symbols for the masses, cf. Tah@fut, p. 585. Aristotle, 
Metaphysics, a, 3, 995a 4-6: ““The force of habit is shown by the 
laws, in which the legendary and childish elements prevail over our 
knowledge about them, owing to habit”; and Ibn Rushd’s com- 
ments, Tafsir, pp. 42-43: The laws have been laid down for im- 
parting virtue to the people, not for acquainting them with the 
truth, so it has fashioned parables for them. Cf. Fasl, 15.8-16, and 
note 126; 16.5-10. 

313 122.6-7. “‘states of happiness or misery after death”: Cf. 
Fasl, 18.20-19.1 and note 150. 

714 122.17-20. “One [sub-] group . . . enumerating them’’: 
This is the philosophic position that drew Ghazali’s criticism in 
Faysal, p. 91, that the philosophers make the corporeal symboliza- 
tion a matter of expediency only. It should also be the position of 
Ibn Rushd: in the Greek philosophic tradition a body in the next 
life is not only useless but an encumbrance, hindering the realiza- 
tion of the soul’s ends. But Ibn Rushd is not frank on the future 
life in his public writings: cf. note 139. Here he even seems to divert 
attention from his own view by passing over it rapidly and consider- 
ing at greater length another learned position. See Alonso, p. 347, 
He ts 
355 123.1-3. “Ibn ‘Abbas... . ‘except the names’ ”’: Specifically, 
there are things in both worlds called “bodies”, but they differ 
totally in their natures. For another case of homonymy, ishtirak 
al-ism, cf. Fasl, 11.2-4, the two kinds of “knowledge”. The same 
quotation is used in a similar context in Tahdfut, p. 585. Tradition 
not located in Wensinck, Concordance. 

16 199.3. “more suitable for the élite’: Cf. Tahdfut, p. 586: 
“it must be assumed that what arises from the dead is simulacra 
of these earthly bodies, not these bodies themselves”. See S. Van den 
Bergh’s note, 362.1. Both these passages lend apparent support 
to the opinion of M. Horten in Texte zu dem Streite, that this was 
Ibn Rushd’s real view. But see note 214. It should be observed that 
in both passages the argument is directed against (1) the return 
of our earthly bodies, not against (2a) the absence of bodies. 

"17 199.5. “the return of the soul to other bodies”: Why is 
“soul” singular, with ‘bodies’? plural? Is there an allusion to the 
unity of soul? 

718 1099.12. “this state of affairs”: i.e. simultaneous existence of 
bodies composed of the same material. 
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419 123.12-16. “The truth... their intellects’: Cf. Fasl, pp. 14-15, 
17; Tahdafut, pp. 582, 585-86; Ghazali, Faysal, pp. 90-92. 

220 199.16. Summary. The argument of the following section 
is stated more simply in Tahd@fut, p. 557: “And the comparison 
of death with sleep in this question is an evident proof that the soul 
survives, since the activity of the soul ceases in sleep through the 
inactivity of its organ, but the existence of the soul does not cease, 
and therefore it is necessary that its condition in death should be 
like its condition in sleep, for the parts follow the same rule” (Eng. 
tr. S. Van den Bergh). See S. Van den Bergh, note 343.7. 

221 193.18-19. “ ‘God receives...’ the verse’: Qur’ dn, xxxix, 42. 
The rest of the verse: ‘He keeps those for whom He has decreed 
death, and lets the others go until a stated time. Truly in that there 
are signs for a people who reflect.’ 

222 194.5-6. “As the Philosopher . . . ‘sees’”’: Aristotle, De 
anima, i, 4, 408b 21. I.e. the condition of the organ makes all the 
difference to the function, while the substance (soul) remains 
unchanged. 

223 124.7. Summary: The following section works out more 
elaborately the policy stated in Fasl, pp. 20-21 and elsewhere: 
that allegorical interpretations should not be revealed to.the masses 
more than can be avoided. 

224 194.12-13. “the idea really intended”: al-ma‘na al-mawyid fi 
nafsihi, lit. ‘‘the idea which exists in itself”’. 

225 124.14. “symbolization”’: See notes 62 and 157 on the kind 
of symbolization Ibn Rushd has in mind. 

726 194,.91-125.1. “The fourth . . . symbol”: An example of this 
sub-class would have been helpful, but none is given, here or below, 
De r20: 

227 195.7. “towards it”: ilayhi, i.e. towards allegorical inter- 
pretation. 

228 195.8. “ ‘The Black Stone . . . on earth’”: Cf. Ghazali, 
Faysal, p. 86: This was one of three Traditions that even Ibn Hanbal 
had to interpret allegorically. 

729 125.14. “the distinction”: Faysal, pp. 80-85. See Fasl, 15.15-16 
and note 127. 

73° 125.17. “more persuasive”: Considerations of persuasiveness 
are explicitly rejected by Ghazali: see Faysal, in Jawahir, pp. 90-91; 
Tahdfut al-falasifa, ed. M. Bouyges (Beirut, 1927), pp. 355-56— 
20th question. But his own theory of religious instruction seems to 
involve such considerations; see above, Introduction, pp. 33-34, 
and note 142 to the translation. 

73% 125.20-21. “‘ “There is nothing .. . the Fire’ ’’: See Wensinck, 
Concordance, s.v. ra’a. Bukhari, iii, 24, etc. 
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332 125.21-126.1. “ ‘Between . . . basin’”: Wensinck, Con- 
cordance, s.v. hawd; Bukhari, xx, 5, etc. 

733 126.1-2. “ ‘Dust... os coccygis’ ”?: Muslim, Fitn, 142. Murray’s 
New English dictionary, s.v. Coccyx: ‘The small triangular bone 
appended to the point of the sacrum and forming the termination 
of the spinal column in man.”’ 

234 126.9. “idle”: batila. In this context it must mean ‘“‘useless”’ 
or “harmful’’, not ‘‘false’’, because here it is not false that there is 
symbolism. 

735 127.4-7. “It is our desire . . . these four classes’: See note 189 
on this programme. 


236 to". 10. “5757: ie. A.D. 1179/80. 
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az-zaman (Cairo, 1859). Eng. tr. M. de Slane (Paris, 
1842-71), 4 vols. 

(Ibn Rushd), *Kztab biddyat al-mujtahid wa nthdyat al-mugtasid fil- 
figh (Cairo, 1952). 

Comm. on Pl. Rep.: Averroes’ commentary on Plato’s ‘Republic’, . 
Heb. ed. and Eng. tr. E. I. J. Rosenthal (Cambridge, 
1956). : 

Damima: Appendix to Fasl, in Hourani (text), with references 
to pages and lines in Mr. 

Fasl: Kitab fasl al-maqal wa tagrir ma bayn ash-shari‘a wal-hikma 
min al-ittisal, in Hourani (text), with references to pages 
and lines in Mr. 

Mandahij: Kitab al-kashf ‘an manahiy al-adilla fi ‘aga id al-milla, 
wa ta‘rif ma waga‘a fiha bi-hash at-ta wil min ash-shibah 
al-muzigha wal-bida‘ al-mudilla, in Mr. Mr. pp. 122-27 
in Hourani. 

Summary of Aristotle, De physico auscultu, in Rasa il Ibn Rushd 
(Hyderabad, 1947). : 

Summary of Aristotle, Metaph., in Rasail Ibn Rushd (Hyderabad, 
1947). Germ. tr. S. Van den Bergh, Die Epitome der 
Metaphystk des Averroes (Leiden, 1924). 

Tafsir: Tafsir ma ba‘d at-tabi‘a, ed. M. Bouyges (Beirut, 
1938-51), 4 vols. (The Great commentary on Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics). 

Taha@fut: Tahdfut at-tahafut, ed. M. Bouyges (Beirut, 1930). 
Eng. tr. S. Van den Bergh, Averroes’ Tahafut al-tahafut 
(London, 1954), 2 vols. 

Ibn Sina, [sharat: Kitab al-isharat wat-tanbihat, ed. J. Forget (Leiden, 
1892). 

Najat: Kitab an-najat, ed. M. S. Kurdi (Cairo, 1938). 

Ibn Tufayl, Hayy: Hayy Ibn Yaqzan, ed. and Fr. tr. L. Gauthier, 
Hayy Ben Yaqdhén, roman philosophique d’Ibn Thofail 
(Beirut, 1936). 

Jawahir: Al-jawahir al-ghawali min ras@il al-imam hujjat al-Islam 
al-Ghazali, ed. M. S. Kurdi (Cairo, 1934). 

K.: Kitab. 

Kindi, Kitab al-Kindi tlal-Mu‘tasim, ed. A. F. Ahwani (Cairo, 1948). 

Lane: Lane, E. W., Arabic-English lexicon (London, 1863-92), 
8 vols. 


* In references to works of Ibn Rushd I do not mention the author’s name. 
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Marrakushi, Mu‘jib: ‘Abd al-Wahid al-Marrakushi, Aitdb al- 
mu‘jib fi talkhis akhbar al-Maghrib, 2nd ed. R. Dozy 
(Leiden, 1885). . 

Mr.: Miller, M. J., Philosophie und Theologie von Averroes (Munich, 
1859). (Fasl, Manahiy, Damima, Ar. ed.) 

Mr. tr.: Miiller, M. J., Philosophie und Theologie von Averroes (Munich, 
1875). (German tr. of above.) 

Pl. Rep.: Plato, Republic. 

Quran: Al-Qur’ an al-karim, Azhar ed. (Cairo, 1918). 

Renan, E., Averroés: Averroés et  Averroisme, 3rd ed. (Paris, 1866). 

Schacht, J., Origins: The origins of Muhammadan jurisprudence (Oxford, 
1950). 

Strauss, L., Persecution: Persecution and the art of writing (Glencoe, 
Illinois, 1952). 

Wensinck, Concordance: Wensinck, A. J., Concordance de la tradition 
musulmane (Leiden, 1936-42), 2 vols. 
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Numbers refer to the pages of Miiller’s edition, printed in the margins of the 
translation. (Decisive treatise: 1-26. Appendix: 128-31. Extract: 122-27.) The sum- 
maries inserted in the translation are not indexed. i 

Entries for abstract nouns, e.g. “belief”, include references to related English 
forms, e.g. “‘believe’’, ‘“‘believers’’, except in a few cases of separate listing. 

Arabic originals of English words are placed in parentheses. Cross references 
are given where the same Arabic word is translated by two or more English words. 


Abraham, 2 

Abti Hamid (al-Ghazali), 8-10, 15, 17, 
19, 21; 129; 125-6 

Abul-Ma‘ali (al-Juwayni), 8 

Aba Nasr (al-Farabi), 9 

Abul-Walid Muhammad Ibn Ahmad 
Ibn Rushd, 1; 128 

accident (‘arad), 6, 20, 24 

Adam, 126 

‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib, 9 

allegory, see interpretation, allegorical 

analogy (qivds), 130 

see also reasoning 

ancients (qudama’, mutaqaddimiin), 4-5, 
II-12 

apparent meaning (zahir), 7-9, 13; 
15-17, 20-1, 24-5; 126 

Aristotle, the Philosopher (al-hakim), 
12; 124 

art (sind‘a), 1, 4-6, 14, 21 

Ash‘arites, 8, 11-12, 17-18, 21, 23-5; 

6 


12 
assent (tasdiqg), 6, 8, 10, 13, 15-17, 
19-22, 25 
belief (man), 2, 8, 10, 15-17, 24 
body (badan), 15, 19, 23 
> (jasa » 10 
+» (jism), 12, 16; 122-3 
The book of the distinction (Kitab at- 
tafriga), 10, 153 125 
bringing into existence (iad), 12-13 
Bukhari, 9 
cause (‘zlla), 10, 12; 130-1 
see also effect 
cause (sabab), 5, 7, 11, 22, 243 131 
see also reason 
certainty (yagin), 7-8, 20-1, 23 
coeval with time (azali), 12 
see also eternal 
compulsion (idtirar), 13; 131 
conception (tasawwur), 9, 13, 19-20; 
129, 131 
conclusion (natija), 20 


corruption, evil (fasad), 17, 26 
see also falsity; perishing 
death (mawt), 6; 122-4 
decision, judgement (hukm), 14 
see also judgement 
The decisive treatise (Kitab fasl al-magal), 


1; 128 

definition (hadd), 11 

demonstration (burhdn), 2, 4-8, 10-12, 
15-22, 24-5 - 

The disintegration (Kitab at-tahafut), 9; 


129 
effect, caused (ma‘lal), 11; 130-1 
élite (al-khawdGss), 19-20, 24, 26; 123, 
125 
essence (dhat), 6, 11; 124-5 
»  (jawhar), 26 
see also substance 
eternal (azali), 11 
see also coeval with time 
eternal Knowledge (al-‘ilm al-qadim), 
11; 128-31 
see also pre-eternity 
exercise of judgement (ijtihdd), 14, 25 
existing being (mawjiid), 1-5, 7, 9-18; 
128-31; 122-4 
expression (tasrit), 10, 19, 21-3, 255 
124- 
fallacious (mughaliti), 2 
falsity (fasdd), 22-3; 130 
see also corruption; perishing 
fear of God (tagwa), 19, 23, 25-6 
first believers (as-sadr al-awwal, as- 
salaf), 3, 9-10, 25 
form (sura), 13, 24 
future life, next world (akhira), 14, 19, 
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future life, next life (ma‘dd), 10, 16-17; 
122 

generation (kawn, takawwun), 11-12 

God (Allah), the Exalted (Ta‘dla), etc., 
1-3, 5-16, 18, 21, 23, 25-6; 128-31; 
123, 125, 127 
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Hanbalites, 8 
happiness (sa‘dda), 6, 14-15, 18-19, 23, 
25; 122 
eae (sihha), 22-3 
heresy, heretical innovation (bid‘a), 3, 
14, 16, 23, 25 
homonomy (ishtirak al-ism), 11 
Ibn ‘Abbas, 123 
Ibn Sina, 9 
imagination (takhayyul), 9, 19; 125 
53 (tawahhum), 113 126 
imam, 1, 18 
(also 8, “‘leaders of thought’’) 
indication (dalala), 1, 4, 13-15, 18, 20; 
123 
see also significance 
inference, discovery (istinbat), 2-3, 5, 


7, 14 
inner meaning (bdtin), 8-9, 15 
intellect (‘aql), 1-4, 8, 14, 213; 123, 125 
interpretation, allegorical (ta’wil), 7-10, 
13-18, 20-5; 124-7 
Islam, Muslim, 4-9, 18, 23-4; 122, 124 
judgement (tasdig), 19-20 
see also assent; decision 
jurisprudence (figh), 19 
see also law 
knowledge (‘ilm), 7, 9-10, 15, 18, 21-3; 
128-31; 123-35 
see also learning; science; under- 
standing 
2 (ma‘rifa), I-3, 
18-19, 21, 24, 26; 12 
see also learning; understanding 
law (figh), 1, 3, 5-7 
see also jurisprudence 
Law (shar*), 1-3, 5, 18, 23; 127 
see also Scripture; religion 
learning (‘ilm), 9, 17-18 
see also knowledge; science; under- 
standing 
» _ (ma°rifa), 2, 15; 125 
see also knowledge; understanding 
legal categories (ahkam), 3, 7 
Legislator (shari‘), 22-4 
literalists, gross (Hashwiya), 3 
logic (mantiq), 1 
masses ( jumhir), 20-4, 26; 122, 125-6 
material, matter (madda), 11; 123 
medicine (#ibb), 14, 22-3 
metaphorical (mujazi), 7 
methods (furug) of assent, of indication, 
of summons, 6-7, 14-15, 17, 19-20, 
PW, Ph, B 
misery (shaga’), 14-15, 19, 23; 122 
Muhammad the Prophet (‘alayhi as- 
salam), 1, 6-7, 9, 13, 15-16; 125 
Muslim, see Islam 
Mut‘ tazilites, 21, 23, 25; 126 
nature, natural intelligence, 
(filra), 5, 8, 15, 18; 124 


5-7: 14-1 6, 


mind 


127 


nature (iab‘, 
25-6 
necessity (dartira), 2, 6, 12, 24 
non-existence (‘adam), 4, 13; 128-9 
obligation (taklif), 13-15, 25 
opinion (zann), 7-8, 20 
see also supposition 
origination, coming into 
(hudith), 11, 13; 128-31 
particular (juz’i), 9-113 131 
Peripatetics (Mashsh@ in), 10-113; 131 
perishing, dissolution ( fasdd), 12; 123-4. 
see also corruption; falsity 
philosopher ( faylasiif), 9, 18; 131 
philosophers (hukamda’), 10-11, 133 131 
see also Aristotle 
philosophizing (supposedly) (tafalsuf), 


22 
philosophy (falsafa), 1 
Pr (hikma), 1, 5-6, 17-18, 21 
see also wisdom 
place (makan), 16; 129 
poetry (shi‘r), 17, 23 
premiss (mugaddama), 2, 20 
principles (mabadi’), 14, 16 
3 (usil), 5, 14-15, 17, 21-2, 263 
123 
Quran, Book of God, precious Book, 2, 
8, 23-53 123, 127 
reason (sabab), 3; 130 
see also cause (sabab) 
reasoning (gipds), 2-3, 7, 14 
see also analogy 
reconciliation (jam‘), 8, 17 
reflection (i‘tibar), 1-5 
religion (milla), 3-43; 122, 124 
2? (shari‘a), 1, 6-7, 14, 
24-6; 122 
see also Scripture 
resurrection of bodies (hashr al-ajsad), 
10 
revelation (wahy), 4; 131 
The revival of the sciences of religion 
(Lhya’ ‘ultim ad-din), 19 
rhetoric (khitab), 2, 6,15, 17, 19-21, 
scholar (‘alim, ahi al-‘ilm), 9-10, 14, 16; 
6 


tabi‘a), 4, 6, 11, 19-21, 


existence 


17-21, 


12 
science (‘ilm), 4-5, 
125- 
see also knowledge; learning; under- 
standing 
Scripture (shar*), 7-9, 
22-53 123-4; 126-7 
see also Law; religion 
fp (shari® @), 9, 213 123-4, 126-7 
see also Law; religion 
significance (dalala), 7 
see also indication 
sophistical (séfustani), 24 
soul (nafs), 13, 19, 23, 253; 122-5 
spirit (rik), 21; 122 


8, 10, 18-19; 128; 


13-16, 18-20, 


128 


study (nazar), 1-7, 14, 16, 18, 24, 26; 


123-4 
see also theory 
substance (jawhar), 24; 124 
Safi, 17-18; 126 
supposition, thinking (zann), 13, 22-4; 
125-6 
see also opinion 
syllogism (migyds), 3-4, 20 
symbolization (tamthil), 
124-6 
theologians (mutakallimiin), 11-13, 26; 
129; 122, 126 
theory (nazar), 3, 5, 8-9, 14, 16, 20, 
24 
see also study 
time (zaman), 11-13; 129 
. Tradition (hadith), 8, 16; 127 
tradition (nagl), 8-9 


19-20; 122, 
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eae purification (tanzih), 
Tits 

truth en, 5-7, 18-19, 25-6; 128, 131; 
123 


unanimous agreement (zjmd‘), 8-10, 13, 
16 
unbelief (kufr), 9-12, 14-17, 20-4; 123, 


127 
understanding ( fahm), 16, 21-2; 122 
(‘ilm), g-10 
See also, knowledge; learning; science 
(ma‘rifa), 43 126 
see also knowledge; learning 
universal (kullz), 11 
‘well grounded in science’ (ar-rasikhun 
fil-‘ilm), 8, 10; 125-6 
West (Islamic) (Maghrib), 5 
wisdom (hikma), 7, 22 
see also philosophy 


